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ABSTRACT In diploid eukaryotes, repair of double-stranded DNA breaks by homologous recombination often leads to loss of
heterozygosity (LOH). Most previous studies of mitotic recombination in Saccharomyces cerevisiae have focused on a single chromo-
some or a single region of one chromosome at which LOH events can be selected. In this study, we used two techniques (single-
nucleotide polymorphism microarrays and high-throughput DNA sequencing) to examine genome-wide LOH in a diploid yeast strain at
a resolution averaging 1 kb. We examined both selected LOH events on chromosome V and unselected events throughout the genome
in untreated cells and in cells treated with either g-radiation or ultraviolet (UV) radiation. Our analysis shows the following: (1)
spontaneous and damage-induced mitotic gene conversion tracts are more than three times larger than meiotic conversion tracts,
and conversion tracts associated with crossovers are usually longer and more complex than those unassociated with crossovers; (2)
most of the crossovers and conversions reﬂect the repair of two sister chromatids broken at the same position; and (3) both UV and
g-radiation efﬁciently induce LOH at doses of radiation that cause no signiﬁcant loss of viability. Using high-throughput DNA sequenc-
ing, we also detected new mutations induced by g-rays and UV. To our knowledge, our study represents the ﬁrst high-resolution
genome-wide analysis of DNA damage-induced LOH events performed in any eukaryote.
A
LL organisms experience DNA damage from both ex-
ogenous and endogenous sources. Endogenous DNA
damage includes spontaneous deamination of nucleotides,
depurination/depyrimidination, oxidative damage, and dou-
ble-stranded DNA breaks (DSBs) (Friedberg et al. 2006).
DSBs are likely to be particularly deleterious, since unre-
paired DSBs can lead to chromosome rearrangements or
chromosome loss. Although the sources of endogenous DSBs
have not been completely determined, some DSBs appear to
reﬂect nuclease processing of secondary DNA structures
(such as DNA “hairpins”) or head-on collisions between
the replication and transcription machineries (Aguilera
2002). Below, in addition to examining spontaneous recom-
bination events that presumably reﬂect the repair of endog-
enous DNA damage, we also analyze recombination events
induced by two exogenous sources: g-rays and ultraviolet
(UV) radiation.
Both g-rays and UV cause a variety of different types
of DNA damage. g-rays cause DSBs, single-stranded DNA
nicks, and base damage (Ward 1990; Friedberg et al.
2006). UV results in pyrimidine dimers (Setlow 1966;
Franklin et al. 1985), DNA–DNA or DNA–protein crosslinks
(Peak and Peak 1986), and single-stranded DNA nicks
resulting from the dimer excision (Breen and Murphy 1995).
In yeast, as in most eukaryotes, there are two recombi-
nation pathways that are used to repair DSBs: nonhomol-
ogous end-joining (NHEJ) and homologous recombination
(HR). In NHEJ events, as the name implies, broken DNA
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Genetics, Vol. 190, 1267–1284 April 2012 1267molecules are rejoined by a mechanism that requires little or
no homology (Daley et al. 2005). This mechanism is most
active in haploid yeast cells during G1 of the cell cycle
(Shrivastav et al. 2008). In diploid cells, the dominant path-
way is HR. HR uses an intact homologous DNA molecule,
either the sister chromatid or the homologous chromosome,
as a template for repair of the broken chromosome.
DSBs can be repaired by several different HR pathways
(Heyer et al. 2010). The repair of a DSB by gene conversion
unassociated with a crossover is shown in Figure 1A. This
process involves the nonreciprocal transfer of sequences
from the intact donor molecule to the broken chromosome
in several steps: (1) invasion of one broken end into the
intact template molecule, followed by DNA synthesis primed
by the invading 39 strand; (2) removal of the invading end
and reannealing of this end back to the other broken end,
forming a heteroduplex with mismatches; and (3) repair of
the mismatches. This mechanism [synthesis-dependent
strand-annealing (SDSA)] was ﬁrst suggested to explain
some features of meiotic recombination in yeast (Allers
and Lichten 2001). In the second pathway (Figure 1B), gene
conversion may be associated with crossovers. In this path-
way, a double Holliday junction (dHJ) is formed that can be
resolved to yield a crossover or noncrossover. In this path-
way, heteroduplexes ﬂank the original position of the DSB.
Although the heteroduplex regions have the same size in
Figure 1B, in both meiosis (Merker et al. 2003; Jessop
et al. 2005) and mitosis (Mitchel et al. 2010; Tang et al.
2011), the conversion tracts ﬂanking the DSB are often of
different lengths. The dHJ can also be dissolved without
nucleolytic cleavage of DNA strands to yield noncrossover
products with heteroduplexes located in cis on one of the
two interacting chromosomes (Heyer et al. 2010). In the
third pathway (Figure 1C), one part of the broken DNA
molecule is lost and a complete chromosome is then recon-
structed by break-induced replication (BIR). In this mecha-
nism, one of the broken ends invades the intact template
molecule, and a replication fork is set up that duplicates the
template from the site of invasion to the telomere.
If HR involves an interaction between two homologs that
can be distinguished by single-nucleotide polymorphisms
(SNPs), conversions without crossovers will produce a small
patch of loss of heterozygosity (LOH) within a chromosome
that is otherwise heterozygous, whereas both crossovers and
BIR result in LOH that extends from the site at which the
event initiates to the end of the chromosome. Repair of
a DSB by HR in which the homologous chromosome is used
as a template will result in LOH, but repair events involving
the sister chromatid will not. Although most sister-chromatid
recombination events are genetically silent, unequal sister-
chromatid exchanges can be detected in yeast by a variety of
different systems (Petes and Hill 1988). Using one of these
systems, Kadyk and Hartwell (1992) showed that, in diploid
cells, sister chromatids are the preferred substrate for the
repair of DSBs generated by X-rays. Despite this preference,
it is clear that ionizing radiation and UV strongly stimulate
HR events (both mitotic crossovers and gene conversions)
between homologous chromosomes (Nakai and Mortimer
1969; Fabre 1978).
One problem with studying spontaneous mitotic recom-
bination is that most analytic systems do not allow the
selection of both daughter cells that contain the recombi-
nant chromosomes. Several years ago, we developed a
method of selecting reciprocal crossovers on chromosome
Figure 1 Pathways of DSB repair by homolo-
gous recombination. In this ﬁgure, we show
accepted models of DSB repair by homologous
recombination. DNA strands from two different
homologs are shown in red and blue; light red
and blue lines indicate newly synthesized DNA.
Regions of the duplex that have strands of dif-
ferent colors represent heteroduplexes. These
pathways are described in detail in the text.
(A) Synthesis-dependent strand annealing
(SDSA) pathway. Following processing of the
DSB, the 39 end of the left end of the broken
DNA molecule invades the other duplex. Fol-
lowing DNA synthesis, the invading strand is
displaced and hybridizes to the right end of
the broken chromosome. This pathway results
in conversion events unassociated with cross-
overs. (B) Double-strand break repair (DSBR)
pathway. In this pathway, a double Holliday
junction (dHJ) is formed. Resolution of these
junctions by resolvase cleavage can result in
two different crossover products (middle) and
two different noncrossover products (bottom
right). These products have two regions of het-
eroduplex located in trans. Alternatively, the dHJ can be dissolved by the action of topoisomerases/helicases, resulting in a noncrossover product with
heteroduplexes located in cis. (C) Break-induced replication (BIR) pathway. One of the broken ends invades the homologous chromosome and
duplicates sequences from the point of invasion to the telomere. The net result of BIR events is an apparent long terminal gene conversion event.
1268 J. St. Charles et al.V that surmounts this difﬁculty (Barbera and Petes 2006;
Lee et al. 2009). One copy of chromosome V has the can1-
100 allele (an ochre mutation) and, in the other copy, the
CAN1 gene is replaced by SUP4-o, a gene encoding an ochre-
suppressing transfer RNA (tRNA) (Figure 2A). In the ab-
sence of the suppressor, strains with the can1-100 allele
are resistant to canavanine, but because of the suppressor,
the diploid used in our experiments is canavanine-sensitive.
In addition, the diploid is homozygous for the ade2-1 muta-
tion (an ochre mutation). Strains with this mutation, in the
absence of the SUP4-o gene, form red colonies, but form
pink colonies if one copy of the SUP4-o gene is present.
Thus, the diploid strain is canavanine-sensitive and forms
pink colonies. If a crossover occurs between the centromere
of chromosome V and the can1-100/SUP4-o markers (a dis-
tance of 120 kb), a canavanine-resistant red/white colony
is formed (Figure 2A).
Although this method was ﬁrst used in diploid strains
lacking polymorphisms, subsequent studies were done in
which a diploid was constructed using two haploid strains
that had 0.5% sequence divergence (Lee et al. 2009; Lee
and Petes 2010), resulting in 55,000 SNPs distributed
throughout the genome. Crossovers and associated gene
conversions on chromosome V were mapped to a resolution
of 4 kb by using PCR, restriction digests, and gel electro-
phoresis to look for LOH. Although a few of the crossovers
had no associated conversion, most of the crossovers were
associated with an adjacent conversion event (boxed regions
in Figure 2). In the 3:1 class of events (Figure 2B), in the
boxed region, three of the four chromosomes had one of the
two forms of the SNP, and one of the chromosomes had
the other form (one sector being homozygous for a SNP with
the other sector being heterozygous). In addition, 40%
of the crossovers were associated with a conversion event
in which the same SNP was homozygous in both sectors
(Figure 2C); we term these events “4:0 conversions.” The
observation of the 4:0 events argues that about half of mi-
totic crossovers result from the repair of two sister chroma-
tids that are broken at approximately the same positions.
One simple mechanism for generating this intermediate is
to have the DSB occur in G1 and the broken chromosome
replicate to form two broken chromatids (Lee et al. 2009).
This proposed mechanism was conﬁrmed by analysis of the
types of conversion events stimulated by g-rays in synchro-
nized G1 and G2 cells (Lee and Petes 2010). In addition to
3:1 and 4:0 conversion events, 3:1/4:0 hybrid tracts are also
observed (Lee et al. 2009; Lee and Petes 2010). Such tracts
can also be explained as a consequence of the repair of two
broken sister chromatids (Figure 3).
In this study, we use SNP microarrays and high-through-
put DNA sequencing (HTS) to map selected events on
chromosome V as well as unselected events throughout
Figure 2 Genetic system used to select mitotic crossovers
and associated conversions on the left arm of chromo-
some V. The starting diploid strain PG311 has the ochre-
suppressible can1-100 on one copy of chromosome V
(shown in red) and the SUP4-o gene (encoding an ochre
suppressor tRNA gene) at an allelic position on the other
homolog (shown in black). The strain is homozygous for
the ochre-suppressible ade2-1 allele. Strains with an
unsuppressed ade2-1 mutation form red colonies. The
starting diploid strain is canavanine-sensitive and forms
pink colonies. (A) Reciprocal crossover without an associ-
ated gene conversion initiated by a single DSB in G2. This
type of event produces a canavanine-resistant red/white
sectored colony (Barbera and Petes 2006). The transition
from heterozygous markers to LOH is identical in the two
sectors. (B) Reciprocal crossover with an associated con-
version event initiated by a single DSB in G2. If a DSB
forms on one of the black chromatids, a conversion asso-
ciated with the crossover may occur. This event will also
result in a canavanine-resistant red/white sectored colony
in which the transitions between heterozygous markers
and LOH are different in the two sectors. The region of
conversion is indicated by the blue rectangle. (C) Recipro-
cal crossover and conversion resulting from a DSB formed
in G1. A black chromosome with a DSB is replicated to
form two sister chromatids that are broken at the same
place. One chromatid is repaired to yield a reciprocal cross-
over and an associated conversion; the second is repaired
to yield a conversion without a crossover. The resulting red
and black sectors will have a 4:0 conversion event, a region
in which both sectors are homozygous for SNPs derived
from the red chromatid (included within the blue
rectangle).
High-Resolution Genomic Mapping of LOH 1269the genome at a resolution of 1 kb. To our knowledge,
these studies are the ﬁrst to measure the numbers and types
of LOH events throughout the genome induced by doses of
ionizing radiation (100 Gy) and UV (10–15 J/m2) that have
no signiﬁcant effect on cell viability. We also determined the
number of mutations induced in the genomes by these
treatments.
Materials and Methods
Strains and genetic methods
All experiments were conducted with the diploid strain
PG311 (Lee et al. 2009). The relevant genotype of PG311 is
MATa::NATR/MATa URA3/ura3-1 ade2-1/ade2-1 TRP1/trp1-1
HIS3/his3-11,15 GAL2/gal2 SUP4-o/can1-100 V9229/V9229::
HYG V261553/V261553::LEU2. This diploid was generated
by crossing the haploid strains PSL2 and PSL5, which are
isogenic with strains W303a and YJM789, respectively, ex-
cept for alterations introduced by transformation (Lee et al.
2009). From this point on, we will refer to the haploid pa-
rents of PG311 as W303a and YJM789. In general, PG311
has the SNPs predicted from the haploid parents. The dis-
ruption of MATa in PG311 allows synchronization of this
diploid by a-factor. Although diploids that lack MATa do
not sporulate under normal conditions, such strains can be
sporulated on plates containing 5 mM nicotinamide (J. Rine,
personal communication). For experiments in which we an-
alyzed meiotic products of PG311, the stains were pregrown
on YPD plates with 5 mM of nicotinamide and then trans-
ferred to sporulation plates containing 5 mM nicotinamide.
Plates were incubated at 25 for 2–4 days before tetrad
dissection.
Standard media were used (Guthrie and Fink 1991) un-
less noted. To detect spontaneous crossovers, we ﬁrst isolated
single colonies of PG311 grown on rich growth medium
(YPD) at 30 for 2 days. Individual colonies were suspended
in 400 mlo fd H 2O, and 100 ml of this mixture was plated
on canavanine-containing plates (SD-arg + 120 mg/ml can-
avanine). The plates were incubated 4 days at room temper-
ature, followed by incubation for 16 hr at 4;t h e4 
incubation allows better visualization of the red sectors. We
puriﬁed cells from the red and white sectors for subsequent
analysis.
In the experiments in which cells were irradiated, we
synchronized cells in G1 using a-factor (Lee and Petes 2010).
The synchronized cells were treated with either g-radiation
in a Shepherd Mark 1 137Cs irradiator at 100 Gy or with UV
(254 nm) derived from a TL-2000 Ultraviolet Translinker at
ad o s a g eo f1 0o r1 5J / m 2. Following radiation, the cells
were plated either on nonselective plates (SD-arg) or plates
that lacked arginine and contained 120 mg/ml canavanine.
The subsequent growth of the cells and the analysis of sectors
were done as described above for the spontaneous selection
with the exception that sectored colonies for the UV-treated
samples were isolated from nonselective plates grown at 30
instead of room temperature.
SNP microarrays: design and optimization
We designed the SNP arrays on the basis of genomic
sequence information available from the Saccharomyces
Genome Database (SGD) for S288c (very closely related to
W303a) (Winzeler et al. 2003) and YJM789 (Wei et al.
2007). Microarrays that were capable of detecting LOH for
SNPs in PG311 were designed on the basis of principles
outlined by Gresham et al. (2010). For each SNP repre-
sented on the array, four 25-base oligonucleotides were
used: one for each strand of the W303a SNP and one for
each strand of the YJM789 SNP. The SNP was located in the
middle of the 25-base oligonucleotide. Although there are
55,000 SNPs in PG311, about three-quarters of these SNPs
were not used for our analysis. We excluded most of the
SNPs found in repeated genes. We also screened out
Figure 3 Production of hybrid conversion tracts by repair of two broken
sister chromatids. The black chromosome is broken in G1 and replicated
to yield two broken sister chromatids. (A) Production of a 3:1/4:0 hybrid
tract. If the two DSBs are repaired to yield conversion tracts that have the
same centromere-proximal boundary, but different centromere-distal
boundaries, a 3:1/4:0 hybrid will be generated (shown in the blue rect-
angle). (B) Production of a 3:1/4:0/3:1 hybrid tract. If one conversion
event is extended beyond the other at both the centromere-proximal
and centromere-distal boundaries, a 3:1/4:0/3:1 tract will be formed.
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fectly matched 25-bp duplex that was ,55 or .59. The
remaining oligonucleotides (representing 15,000 SNPs)
that were printed on the microarray are listed in Supporting
Information, Table S3. We also included on the array 120
oligonucleotides that were not different from W303a and
YJM789; these are listed in Table S4. Oligonucleotides were
printed onto the microarrays by Agilent Technologies in
slides containing 105,000 oligonucleotides. Many of the
oligonucleotides are represented more than once in the
microarrays. Following experiments to determine which oli-
gonucleotides resulted in the most speciﬁc hybridization sig-
nals (described in File S1), we reduced the number of SNPs
used in our analysis to 13,000. This ﬁnal set of oligonucleo-
tides is presented in Table S5.
Methods used for microarray analysis: sample
preparation, hybridization conditions, and data analysis
The methods used for sample preparation, hybridization
conditions, and data analysis are similar to those described
previously (Lemoine et al. 2005; McCulley and Petes 2010).
A detailed description of these procedures is presented in
File S1. In brief, genomic DNA from the experimental strain
was labeled with Cy5-dUTP, DNA from the control strain
(PG311) was labeled with Cy3-dUTP, and the two labeled
samples were competitively hybridized to the microarrays.
The arrays were then scanned at wavelengths of 635 and
532 nm using a GenePix scanner and GenePix Pro software
using settings recommended by the manufacturer. The ratio
of the medians (635 nm/532 nm; RM) for each probe was
used for analysis, and replicate RM’s were averaged. The
data were centered around a value of one by dividing each
probe RM by the average of all of the probe RM’s to normalize
for differences in the hybridization levels for the control and
experimental strain samples.
We calculated 95% conﬁdence intervals on the median
sizes of conversion tracts using table B11 of Altman (1990).
Comparisons of conversion tract lengths under different ex-
perimental conditions were done using the Mann–Whitney
test on the VassarStats website (http://faculty.vassar.edu/
lowry/VassarStats.html).
Generation and analysis of HTS data
Samples were prepared for HTS as described above for the
SNP microarray sample preparation with the exception that
genomic DNA was sonicated to 300- to 700-bp fragments.
The DNA was then prepared for sequencing using the
protocol recommended by Illumina for the Genome Ana-
lyzer IIx. The samples were sequenced using an Illumina
GAIIx machine, generating 67- to 75-bp paired-end reads.
For the eight sequenced samples, coverage varied from 90-
to 180-fold.
The details of the HTS data analysis are presented in File
S1. In brief, we detected regions of LOH by identifying SNPs
in the experimental strains in which at least 90% of the
“reads” that were originally heterozygous were now identi-
cal to one of the original alleles. We identiﬁed new muta-
tions by ﬁnding bases that were identical in the original
diploid, but had a novel base in at least 40% of the “reads”
in the irradiated diploid; we use the 40% criterion because
we expect that any new mutation will be heterozygous.
Mutations that appeared in more than one independent iso-
late were not counted as de novo mutations, since such
mutations presumably arose in the strain before treatment
with the DNA-damaging agent.
Results
As described in the Introduction, we previously selected
spontaneous mitotic crossovers, as well as crossovers induced
by g-rays, that occurred between the centromere of chromo-
some V and the can1-100/SUP4-o markers, an interval of
120 kb (Figure 2) (Lee et al. 2009; Lee and Petes 2010).
The diploid used in these studies (PG311) was constructed by
a cross between two haploids that are isogenic with W303a
and YJM789 and is heterozygous for 55,000 SNPs. In our
previous analysis, the positions of the crossovers and associ-
ated gene conversion events were mapped to a resolution of
4 kb using a PCR-based strategy that determined whether
the SNPs were heterozygous or homozygous. This procedure
is impractical for genome-wide mapping of recombination
events. Below, we describe the use of SNP arrays to map
spontaneous, UV-induced, and g-ray-induced crossovers se-
lected on chromosome V as well as unselected crossovers
and gene conversion events throughout the genome.
SNP arrays have been used previously to map LOH events
in tumor cells (Lindblad-Toh et al. 2000), to map meiotic
recombination events in Saccharomyces cerevisiae (Mancera
et al. 2008), to characterize chromosome rearrangements
and chromosome loss in Candida albicans (Abbey et al.
2011), and in a variety of other experiments. Using princi-
ples outlined by Gresham et al. (2010), we developed a SNP
array to examine LOH events throughout the genome in the
diploid PG311. This array has oligonucleotides that distin-
guish .13,000 SNPs, resulting in an average density of one
oligonucleotide per kilobase of genomic DNA. The details of
the array design and the speciﬁc sequences of the probes are
in File S1 and in Table S3, Table S4, and Table S5.
In our experiments, we labeled genomic DNA from
a diploid with a recombination event with one ﬂuorescent
nucleotide and DNA from the control diploid PG311 with
a different ﬂuorescent nucleotide. The samples were mixed
and competitively hybridized to the SNP arrays. If SNPs
retained heterozygosity in the experimental strain, then the
hybridization signal for the oligonucleotides representing
that SNP was similar to that of the control strain. LOH was
detected by an increase in hybridization to oligonucleotides
that had one form of the SNP (e.g., the W303a form) and
a decrease in hybridization to oligonucleotides that had the
other form (e.g., the YJM789 form).
As described above, crossover events between CEN5 and
the can1-100/SUP4-o markers produce canavanine-resistant
High-Resolution Genomic Mapping of LOH 1271red/white sectored colonies. Thus, all of the samples ana-
lyzed had a selected recombination event on chromosome V,
and we found that samples treated with UV or g-rays also had
unselected events on other chromosomes. We isolated geno-
mic DNA from both the red and the white sides of the sectors
and examined the DNA by SNP arrays for diploids untreated
with recombinogenic agents, as well as for diploids treated
with UV or g-rays. An example of the analysis for chromosome
V for a selected spontaneous crossover (PG311-2A) is shown
on Figure 4. In Figure 4A, a low-resolution depiction of the
hybridization levels is shown for both the red (top) and the
white (bottom) sectors. In both sectors, the hybridization pat-
tern indicates that the transition from heterozygous SNPs to
homozygous SNPs is at approximately SGD coordinate 55000.
As expected, the DNA that is centromere-distal to the cross-
over junction from the red sector hybridizes well to the
W303a-speciﬁc probes (red line) and poorly to the YJM789-
speciﬁc probes (blue line), since the red sector is generated by
LOH events that include the can1-100 marker that is derived
from the W303a-related homolog (Figure 2). Genomic DNA
from the white sector shows the reciprocal pattern of hy-
bridization. The “spike” of increased hybridization in the
red sector for YJM789 SNPs near SGD coordinate 30000
is an artifact resulting from a deletion of YJM789 sequences
during the insertion of the SUP4-o gene into the YJM789-
derived chromosome.
In Figure 4B, we show the same crossover event at higher
resolution. Each square in Figure 4B shows the hybridization
ratio to a speciﬁc oligonucleotide. In the red sector, the tran-
sition between the homozygous SNPs and the heterozygous
SNPs is between SGD coordinates 57170 and 60701. In the
white sector, the transition occurs between 51915 and 53692.
Thus, there is a region (boxed in Figure 4B) in which one
sector is homozygous for SNPs and the other is heterozygous.
This region is a 3W:1Y gene conversion tract (W and Y in-
dicating W303a-derived and YJM789-derived SNPs, respec-
tively), equivalent to the boxed region in Figure 2B; in our
subsequent discussions, a 3:1 conversion event indicates
a 3W:1Y conversion and 1:3 indicates a 1W:3Y conversion.
We estimate the length of the gene conversion tract by aver-
aging the maximal length of the tract (the distance between
markers that are not within the gene conversion tract: 8.8 kb)
and the minimal length of the tract (the distance between the
converted markers: 3.5 kb). For the tract shown in Figure 4B,
this length is 6.2 kb. It is important to emphasize that the
presence and extent of gene conversion tracts can be identi-
ﬁed only when the patterns of LOH are analyzed in genomic
DNA from both sectors of the sectored colony.
With the genome-wide SNP analysis, we found that the
parental diploid PG311 and all of its subsequent derivatives
had two LOH events that were unexpected from the
sequence of the parental haploids. All strains were homo-
zygous for W303a-derived SNPs centromere-distal to SGD
coordinate 685 kb on chromosome XIII and were homozy-
gous for W303a-derived SNPs between coordinates 412715
and 414085 on chromosome X. Since these events, pre-
sumably generated during subculturing of PG311, were
present in all strains, they were excluded from our analysis.
Figure 4 Analysis of a spontaneous reciprocal crossover (PG311-2A) on the left arm of chromosome V by SNP microarrays. Most of the details concerning
this ﬁgure are explained in the text. In brief, DNA samples isolated from the red and white sectors were labeled with one ﬂuorescent nucleotide and DNA
from a heterozygous control strain was labeled with a different ﬂuorescent nucleotide. The samples were competitively hybridized to the SNP array, and we
measured the ratio of hybridization of the probes to SNP-speciﬁc oligonucleotides. The red and blue colors indicate hybridization to the W303a- and
YJM789-speciﬁc oligonucleotides, respectively. CEN5 is located approximately at SGD coordinate 152000. (A) Low-resolution depiction of the samples
derived from the red and white sectors. In the boxed region, the red sector has a region of LOH whereas the white sector is heterozygous at the same
position. This pattern indicates a 3:1 conversion associated with the crossover. Centromere-distal to the conversion event, the red and white sectors are
homozygous for the W303a- and YJM789-speciﬁc SNPs, respectively. (B) High-resolution depiction of the samples derived from the red and white sectors.
Each blue and red square represents hybridization to a single oligonucleotide on the array; the converted region is boxed.
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on chromosome V by SNP arrays
We examined by SNP arrays genomic DNA from both the red
and white sectors from fourteen independent canavanine-
resistant colonies. The crossover events in ﬁve of the isolates
had been mapped previously by PCR-amplifying regions
along the left arm of chromosome V that contained poly-
morphic restriction enzyme sites and testing for homozygosity
or heterozygosity by a restriction enzyme digest analysis (Lee
et al. 2009). We also mapped an additional nine events solely
by SNP arrays. In the previous study, we used 34 markers in
the 120 kb CEN5-can1-100/SUP4-o interval. We monitored
172 markers in this same interval by SNP arrays.
In our previous study, we found that most of the
spontaneous crossovers were crossovers without conversions
(Figure 2A), crossovers with associated 3:1 conversions (Fig-
ure 2B), crossovers with 4:0 conversions (Figure 2C), or cross-
overs with hybrid conversions (3:1/4:0 or 3:1/4:0/3:1 tracts;
Figure 3) (Lee et al. 2009). A comparison of the mapping of
recombination events by the PCR-based method and SNP
arrays for four of the sectored colonies is shown in Table 1.
In Table 1, we deﬁne the position of the crossovers with only
two SGD coordinates: the position of the centromere-proximal
heterozygous marker that is closest to the crossover/conversion
event and the position of the centromere-distal homozygous
markers representing the crossover. Although the agreement
between the two methods was reasonably good, as expected,
t h eS N Pa r r a ym a p p e de v e n t sw i t h better resolution and also
revealed that some of the conversion events were more com-
plex than previously determined. For example, in PG311-1.4,
we previously mapped a crossover between SGD coordinates
125754 and 133080 that appeared to be unassociated with
gene conversion. With the SNP arrays, we mapped the transi-
tion at higher resolution between SGD coordinates 127038 and
130096, and we detected a SNP in this region that had un-
dergone gene conversion. The complete description of all spon-
taneous crossovers and associated gene conversion events is
given in Table S6.
One exception to the generally good agreement between
the two mapping methods is isolate PG311-1.6. This event
was originally classiﬁed as crossover associated with a con-
version tract that extended from SGD coordinate 31694 to
63936. SNP analysis demonstrated that the white sector had
a terminal deletion on chromosome V, beginning near
coordinate 62000. The same sector also had a large terminal
duplication on chromosome VII. Although this rearrange-
ment has not been fully characterized, since there are
a cluster of d elements near the breakpoint on chromosome
V and Ty elements at the breakpoint on chromosome VII, it
is possible that the strain has a chromosome V-VII translo-
cation, similar to those that we have characterized previ-
ously (Argueso et al. 2008). No alterations were detected
on either chromosome V or VII in the red sector. Sequence
analysis indicated that the red sector retained the SUP4-o
gene. It is possible that the cell that gave rise to the red
sector lost the prion PSI, which affects the efﬁciency of ochre
suppressors (Shkundina and Ter-Avanesyan 2007), al-
though other possibilities cannot be excluded. Whatever
the details of the genetic alterations in PG311-1.6, the event
does not represent a conventional allelic crossover on chro-
mosome V and, therefore, is excluded from our analysis.
Of the 13 colonies with spontaneous reciprocal recombi-
nation events analyzed by SNP arrays, the numbers of
colonies of various classes were the following: (1) two
crossovers without detectable conversions, (2) two crossovers
Table 1 Comparison of mapping methods for four spontaneous crossovers on chromosome V
PCR-based method SNP microarrays
Strain name
Centromere-proximal
coordinate
Centromere-distal
coordinate
Event
description
Centromere-proximal
coordinate
Centromere-distal
coordinate
Event
description
PG311-1.4 133080 125754 CO, no conversion 130096 127038 CO + 3:1 tract
PG311-1.7 151440 146855 CO, no conversion 151419 150291 CO, no conversion
PG311-4.1 99267 60163 CO + hybrid tract 98763 62494 CO + complex tract
PG311-4.11 133080 94329 CO + hybrid tract 129511 97792 CO + hybrid tract
Table 2 Summary of all crossovers diagnosed by SNP microarray
Spontaneous g-ray UV
Types of reciprocal crossovers Selected Unselected Selected Unselected Selected Unselected
No detectable conversions 2 00000
3:1 or 1:3 conversions 2 00102
4:0 or 0:4 conversions 1 01000
Hybrid conversionsa 1 02320
Complex conversions 7 04015
Total crossovers 13 07437
In this table, we summarize data from selected crossovers and associated conversion events on the left arm of chromosome V as well as unselected crossovers and associated
conversions on other chromosomes. For this table, the data obtained with high-throughput DNA sequencing were not used.
a 3:1/4:0, 3:1/4:0/3:1, 1:3/0:4, or 1:3/0:4/1:3 conversion events.
High-Resolution Genomic Mapping of LOH 1273with 3:1 conversion events, (3) one crossover with a 0:4
conversion, (4) one crossover associated with a hybrid tract
(1:3 and 0:4 segments), and (5) seven crossovers with
complex conversion tracts (Table 2). The complex conversion
tracts will be discussed further below.
The locations of the spontaneous crossovers and associ-
ated conversion tracts are shown in Figure 5A. Each sectored
colony is depicted as a pair of lines with the upper line
representing the red sector and the lower line representing
the white sector. The red and black line segments indicate
that the sector is homozygous for the W303a-associated
SNPs and the YJM789-related SNPs, respectively. The green
line segment indicates that the sector is heterozygous for the
SNPs. We show the two chromosomes within each sector as
a single line because our analysis does not allow us to de-
termine the coupling relationships for heterozygous SNPs
between the two homologs. The median length of all cross-
over-associated conversion tracts was 6.1 kb, similar to the
median observed in our previous study of spontaneous con-
version tracts (6.5 kb) (Lee et al. 2009). Only one unselected
LOH was observed in unirradiated cells. Both sectors in
PG311-7B had a gene conversion event on chromosome VIII
unassociated with a crossover (Table S6). Thus, the fre-
quency of spontaneous unselected LOH events/cell is very
low (0.08) as expected.
For the events shown in Figure 5A, 3:1 conversion events
could reﬂect an initiating DNA lesion occurring anywhere
within the tract, since events can be propagated bidirection-
ally from the DSB (Tang et al. 2011). For 4:0 or 3:1/4:0
hybrid tracts, the initiating lesion presumably occurs within
the 4:0 region of the tract (Figure 3). Although we do not
see any strong hotspots for spontaneous events with this
limited data set, in a larger sample, we found that the region
between SGD coordinates 41000 and 60000 had a signiﬁ-
cantly elevated level of crossovers and the region near CEN5
had a signiﬁcantly reduced level of events (Lee et al. 2009).
As shown in Figure 5A, many of the recombination events
are associated with multiple transitions between heterozy-
gosity and homozygosity. In Table S6, for each sectored
colony, we assigned a letter to represent each transition
point; for each transition point, we also show two SGD coor-
dinates, indicating the positions of the closest SNPs on the
arrays that ﬂank the transition points. The simplest events
(crossovers without gene conversion: 6B and 1.7 in Figure
5A) have a single transition point. The recombination event
shown in Figure 4 (which corresponds to event 2A in Figure
5A) has two transition points at different positions, one in
the red sector and one in the white sector. In contrast to
these relatively simple events, the sectored colony 18A (Fig-
ure 5A) has six transitions, one in the red sector and ﬁve in
the white sector. In our analysis, if the transition point is
identical in both sectors, it is counted only once. In Table
S6, we also assign a class (A–L) for all events. In Table S1
and Table S2, each class of event is diagrammed using the
same approach employed in Figure 5A. In Table S1 and
Table S2, we also indicate the number of events in each
class in Figures S1–S40 (File S2), which show the pattern
of DNA repair events consistent with the speciﬁc conversion
Figure 5 Mapping of crossovers
and associated conversion events
on the left arm of chromosome V
in untreated cells and cells treated
with g-rays or UV by SNP micro-
arrays. Each red/white sectored
canavanine-resistant colony is
given a number and is depicted
as a pair of lines with the upper
line representing the red sector
and the lower line the white sec-
tor. The colored segments signify
heterozygosity for the markers
(green), homozygosity for the
YJM789-derived SNPs (black), or
homozygosity for the W303a-
derived SNPs (red). The green
arrows show that the markers
are heterozygous from the posi-
tion at which the green segment
begins to the end of the chromo-
some, and the red and black
arrows indicate that the markers
are homozygous for the W303a-
or the YJM789-derived SNPs, re-
spectively, from the point at
which the segment begins to the
telomere of the chromosome. Internal regions of heterozygosity and homozygosity are shown as line segments without arrows and are drawn approx-
imately to scale. The numbers at the top of the ﬁgure are SGD coordinates. and the region between CEN5 and the can1-100/SUP4-o markers is 120 kb in
length. (A) Spontaneous crossovers and conversions. (B) g-Ray-induced crossovers and conversions. (C) UV-induced crossovers and conversions.
1274 J. St. Charles et al.event. The same methods are used to describe the recombina-
tion events induced by DNA damage as were used to describe
the spontaneous events. Multiple transitions within conversion
tracts could reﬂect “patchy” repair of mismatches within long
heteroduplexes (discussed further below) or template switch-
ing between homologs. For the spontaneous conversion events
in Figure 5A, we did not ﬁnd a correlation between SNP den-
sity and the number of transitions within the tract (r2 =0 ) .
Analysis of LOH events by SNP arrays in cells treated
with g-rays
We analyzed PG311 sectors that were generated in a previous
study (Lee and Petes 2010) by treatment of G1-arrested cells
with 100 Gy of g-radiation, followed by selection of red/
white sectored colonies on canavanine-containing plates; this
dose of g-rays elevated the frequency of sectoring 26-fold.
All of the colonies examined had a crossover on chromosome
V. We analyzed seven of these sectored colonies with SNP
microarrays, and two of these were also examined by HTS.
The SNP array data are shown in Table S7 with depiction of
the recombination events in Table S1 and Table S2.
The positions of the selected crossovers and associated
gene conversion events in the CEN5-can1-100/SUP4-o inter-
val are shown in Figure 5B. Our mapping of these events by
SNP arrays is in reasonably good agreement with our PCR-
based mapping method (Lee and Petes 2010). All of the
conversion events had at least one SNP that was homozy-
gous on both sides of the sector (4:0 conversion) as expected
if the recombination events were a consequence of repair of
two sister chromatids broken at the same position (Figure 2
and Figure 3).
In addition to the selected events, from our genome-wide
analysis, we observed 17 unselected events on other chro-
mosomes among the seven colonies: four crossovers associ-
ated with conversion (Table 2), 11 conversions that were not
associated with crossovers, and two BIR events (Table 3).
Since the frequency of unselected crossovers in unirradiated
samples is very low (,0.1/cell), it is likely that all of the
events in the irradiated cells reﬂect the repair of g-ray-
induced DNA damage. The locations of these unselected
events are shown as blue symbols in Figure 6. The events
appear randomly distributed in this small data set. The SNP
arrays for radiation-induced unselected crossovers and asso-
ciated conversions have patterns similar to the selected cross-
over shown in Figure 4. In addition, we observed many
conversion events unassociated with crossovers; Figure 7
shows at low and high resolution a 0:4 conversion event in
which both sectors have gained YJM789 SNPs and lost
W303a SNPs. This pattern could represent an event that oc-
curred prior to radiation. However, since such events were
observed commonly in irradiated cells but not in control dip-
loids, we assume that most (or all) were induced by g-rays.
Since the red and white sectors are produced by the two
daughter cells resulting from the division of radiation
treatment of a G1-synchronized cell, the analysis of genomic
DNA from both sectors gives valuable mechanistic informa-
tion even for unselected events. For example, if we observed
an interstitial LOH event by examining only the white sector,
we would not know whether this event was a consequence
of a 3:1 conversion, a 4:0 conversion, or a two-strand double
crossover. This ambiguity can be resolved by examining
genomic DNA from the red sector.
Figure 6 Genomic locations of unselected recombination
events and de novo mutations in untreated cells and in
cells treated with UV or g-rays as determined by SNP
microarrays and HTS. The horizontal black lines depict
each chromosome and are proportional to the chromo-
some length except for chromosome XII. The solid circles
depict the centromere of each chromosome. Short hori-
zontal bars above each chromosome depict conversion
events unassociated with crossovers and the length of
each bar is approximately proportional to the length of
the conversion tract. All conversion tracts are shown as
single solid lines without regard to the complexity of the
event (e.g., transitions between 4:0 and 3:1). Single
arrowheads depict reciprocal crossovers and double
arrowheads depict BIR events. Asterisks located on the
chromosome indicate the approximate positions of muta-
tions induced by UV or g-rays; two of the mutations (lo-
cated at SGD coordinates 171529 and 301552 on X) are in
regions of LOH. Events observed in untreated cells, in cells
treated with UV, and in cells treated with g-rays are shown
in green, red, and blue, respectively. None of the events
selected on the left arm of V are shown.
High-Resolution Genomic Mapping of LOH 1275We observed two sectored colonies that had BIR events. In
single BIR events (such as class L2 in Table S1), one sector
has an LOH event that extends from an internal site on the
chromosome to the telomere, whereas the other sector is
heterozygous for the same SNPs. In double-BIR events, both
sectors have LOH events extending from an internal site to
the telomere (class L1 in Table S1). Interestingly, in the col-
ony with the single BIR event, there is a conversion event on
the chromosome that was originally the sister chromatid of
the one involved in BIR. This result argues that both sister
chromatids had DSBs at approximately the same position.
The molecular interactions required to produce classes L1
and L2 are shown in File S2, Figure S39 and Figure S40.
All of the selected and unselected reciprocal crossovers
induced by g-rays were associated with conversion tracts.
The median length of all conversion tracts (both associated
and unassociated with crossover) was 12.9 kb (95% conﬁ-
dence limits of 5.2–20.4 kb). The median lengths of conver-
sion tracts associated and unassociated with crossovers were
18.4 kb (10.8–25.3) and 8.4 kb (2.6–13.3), respectively. By
the Mann–Whitney test, the median lengths of crossover-
associated and crossover-unassociated g-ray-induced con-
version tracts were signiﬁcantly different (P = 0.01).
Analysis of LOH events by SNP arrays in cells treated
with UV
G1-synchronized PG311 cells were treated with a UV dose
of 10–15 J/m2.T h i sd o s er e s u l t e di nn os i g n i ﬁcant loss of
viability but stimulated the frequency of sectors by 1000-
fold. We examined three sectored colonies by SNP arrays,
and two of these colonies were also analyzed by HTS. In
addition to the selected crossover on chromosome V,
among the three colonies, there were seven unselected
crossovers, 33 unselected conversion events, and one BIR
event (Table 2 and Table 3). Thus, there were about 14
unselected LOH events per UV-treated cell. The locations of
selected chromosome V events and the unselected LOH
events are shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6, respectively.
The UV-induced LOH events are distributed fairly evenly
throughout the genome (Figure 6). As observed for the
g-ray-induced BIR events, the UV-induced BIR event is lo-
cated close to the telomere. The detailed information about
b r e a k p o i n t si nU V - t r e a t e dc e l l si ss h o w ni nTable S1, Table
S2,a n dTable S9.
All of the crossover events had an associated conversion. In
most of the conversion events, there was at least one SNP with
the 4:0 or 0:4 pattern, suggesting that UV-induced damage in
G1 may result in DSBs (Figure 2B). The median length of all
U V - i n d u c e dc o n v e r s i o nt r a c t sw a s9 . 2k b( 6 . 5 –10.3), whereas
the median lengths of conversion tracts associated and
unassociated with crossovers were 10.3 (7.0–18.9) and 7.5
(4.5–10.2) kb, respectively. Although the crossover-associated
conversions are longer than the crossover-unassociated
conversions, this difference is not signiﬁcant (P = 0.08 by
Mann–Whitney test).
Figure 7 SNP array analysis of a gene conversion event unassociated with a crossover. In cells treated with g-rays, one of the canavanine-resistant red/
white sectored colonies (43RW) had an unselected gene conversion event on chromosome IV. As shown at low (A) and high (B) resolution, both sectors
had an LOH region in which YJM789-derived SNPs became homozygous (0:4 conversion event). The depiction of the SNP array data is the same as in
Figure 4. The length of the conversion tract is 3 kb. CEN4 is located approximately at SGD coordinate 450000.
Table 3 Summary of all unselected conversion events unassociated
with LOH or BIR events as diagnosed by SNP microarrays
Type of event Spontaneous g-ray UV
3:1 or 1:3 conversions 0 4 9
4:0 or 0:4 conversions 1 4 12
Hybrid conversionsa 02 9
Complex conversions 0 1 3
BIR 0 2 1
Totals 1 13 34
a 3:1/4:0, 3:1/4:0/3:1, 1:3/0:4, or 1:3/0:4/1:3 conversion events.
1276 J. St. Charles et al.HTS analysis of LOH in g-ray- and UV-treated cells
Since G1-arrested yeast cells treated with 100 Gy of ionizing
radiation have 35 DSBs per cell (Lee and Petes 2010), the
average number of unselected LOH events per cell (two to
three) indicates that most events must be repaired by mech-
anisms that do not generate LOH. An alternative possibility
is that a substantial fraction of the events have short con-
version tracts that are not detectable by the SNP arrays.
Since HTS can detect LOH events for all of the 55,000 SNPs
existing in the diploid strain, rather than the 13,000 SNPs
represented on the SNP array, we sequenced genomic DNA
samples from both red and white sectors of two sectored
colonies of g-ray-treated samples (PG311-GR-37R/W and
PG311-GR-40R/W) and two colonies of UV-treated samples
(PG311-UV-8R/W and PG311-UV-9R/W). The details of this
analysis are described in File S1. All of the LOH events
detected by SNP arrays were also found by HTS. LOH events
that had not been previously detected by the SNP arrays
were conﬁrmed by resequencing the relevant PCR fragment.
The patterns of LOH as identiﬁed by HTS in the g-ray- and
UV-treated samples are in Table S8 and Table S10.
Figure 8 shows a comparison between SNP microarray and
HTS data for an LOH event on chromosome II in a UV-treated
sample (PG311-UV-8R). The SNP microarray indicates that
a transition between heterozygous and homozygous SNPs
occurs somewhere between SGD coordinates 450919 and
452926, whereas the HTS data reﬁne the mapping of this
transition between SGD coordinates 451337 and 451581.
In addition, the HTS data showed that the recombination
event was more complex than indicated by the microarray
data. By HTS, we found that the region between coordinates
448628 and 450279 had undergone LOH; this event was not
detected by microarrays because there were no oligonucleo-
tides between 448488 and 450919 on the microarray. A sum-
mary of the comparison of data from SNP arrays and HTS for
the same samples is given in Table 4.
Although more LOH events were observed with HTS than
with SNP arrays, the difference was not large. For example,
in the two UV-treated samples, we observed 32 LOH events
by SNP arrays and 35 events by sequencing. In the g-ray-
treated samples, we found ﬁve events by SNP arrays and six
events by sequencing. Since .80% of the events detected by
HTS were also detected by microarrays, it is unlikely that
our estimates of LOH events are substantially affected by
a high frequency of gene conversion events with short con-
version tracts. We cannot rule out, however, the possibility
of gene conversion events with very short (,100 bp) tracts.
As shown in Table 4, a number of the gene conversion tracts
Figure 8 Analysis of the same recombination event by both SNP arrays and HTS. This ﬁgure shows the analysis of the unselected recombination event
on chromosome II in the red sector of the UV-induced sectored colony 8. Our standard SNP array analysis (top, A and B) showed a single transition
between heterozygosity and homozygosity at about SGD coordinate 452000. (Bottom, A and B) HTS data for the same genomic sample. For the HTS
data, the y-axis represents the frequency of YJM789 SNP (blue) or W303a SNP (red) “reads” for the experimental sample when assembled to the PSL2
genome. For heterozygous regions, there should be approximately equal frequencies of the two types of SNPs. It is clear from the high-resolution
depictions of the HTS data that there is a short LOH region (boxed in B) located near SGD coordinate 450000 that was not detected by the SNP arrays.
This region was not detected because oligonucleotides containing these SNPs were not present on the array. In the low-resolution depiction of the HTS
data, within the LOH region, there is a small region near SGD coordinate 800000 in which SNPs appear to be heterozygous. These signals are artifacts
on the basis of “reads” from the repeated diverged MAL and MPH genes that were incorrectly mapped by the genome analysis software to
chromosome II. CEN2 is located near SGD coordinate 238000.
High-Resolution Genomic Mapping of LOH 1277analyzed by HTS were more complex than the same tracts
examined by the SNP arrays. The frequencies of complex
tracts, as determined by HTS and SNP microarrays, were
0.37 and 0.22, respectively. Despite the differences in the
numbers and types of LOH events detected by HTS and the
SNP microarrays, it is clear that most of the LOH events are
detectable by the SNP microarrays.
HTS analysis of mutations induced in g-ray- and
UV-treated cells
About 99.5% of the bases between the two homologs of
PG311 are identical. The HTS data generated for the same
colonies examined for LOH events were analyzed for
radiation-induced mutations. We analyzed both sectors of
two sectored colonies induced by UV and two sectored
colonies induced by g-rays for new mutations (Table S11).
There were 3 and 12 de novo point mutations detected in the
g-ray- and UV-treated samples, respectively.
All 3 of the mutations induced by g-rays and 6 of the 12
mutations induced by UV were in both red and white sectors
of the colony. The presence of the mutation in both sectors
indicates that the mutation induced in G1 by the radiation
was represented in both strands of the duplex prior to rep-
lication. The mutations in the UV-treated cells that were
present in only one sector could reﬂect a mutant base in
only one of the two strands. These two types of events have
been observed previously in UV-treated cells (Eckardt and
Haynes 1977; James and Kilbey 1977). Nine of 12 of the UV-
induced mutations and 2 of 3 of the g-ray-induced muta-
tions were transitions. In much more extensive study of
spontaneous and UV-induced mutations at the SUP4-o locus
(Kunz et al. 1987), spontaneous mutations had a ratio of
transitions:transversions of 4:6, whereas UV-induced muta-
tions were biased toward transitions (4:1).
Most (11 of 15) of the induced point mutations were
located within genes rather than between genes (Table
S11). By chi-square analysis, the distribution of mutations
throughout the genome is nonrandom (P = 0.002). Five of
the 15 mutations are located on the left arm of XI and, re-
markably, two mutations (one induced by g-rays and one
induced by UV) are within the NUP120 gene. By similar
methods used to detect new base substitutions, we failed
to detect any insertion/deletion (indels) mutations in the
eight sequenced samples. It should be pointed out, however,
that detection of indels in HTS data with short-paired reads
is challenging, particularly in a diploid that is heterozygous
for many pre-existing indels.
Discussion
In this study, we mapped both selected and unselected
mitotic recombination events in a genome-wide analysis.
Most of the events were mapped using only SNP micro-
arrays, but four events were examined by both SNP micro-
arrays and HTS. To our knowledge, this study is the ﬁrst to
examine spontaneous and DNA damage-induced LOH
events throughout the yeast genome. The conclusions from
this study are the following: (1) the gene conversion tracts
analyzed by SNP arrays and HTS were often more complex
than inferred from our earlier lower-resolution mapping
studies (Lee et al. 2009; Lee and Petes 2010); (2) doses of
radiation that result in little or no loss of cell viability in G1-
synchronized diploid cells resulted in multiple unselected
LOH events; and (3) the same doses of g-rays and UV used
in the LOH study result in very low levels of de novo muta-
tions. In addition, we conclude that, although HTS has four-
fold better resolution than SNP microarrays, the SNP arrays
detect most of the same events identiﬁed by HTS. These
conclusions will be further discussed below.
Lengths of gene conversion tracts
The median lengths (95% conﬁdence limits shown in
parentheses), as measured by SNP arrays, of gene conver-
sion tracts associated with crossovers for spontaneous, UV-
induced, and g-ray-induced events were 6.1 (1.7 to 25.4),
10.3 (7.0 to 19.0), and 18.5 (10.8 to 25.2) kb, respectively.
As we observed previously (Lee et al. 2009), mitotic gene
conversion tracts are substantially longer than meiotic
conversion tracts (Mancera et al. 2008). In addition, for
the g-ray-induced conversion events, the conversion tracts
Table 4 Comparison between recombination events detected by high-throughput sequencing or by SNP microarrays
g-ray UV
Type of event Array HTS Array HTS
Crossovers with no detectable conversion tracts 0 0 0 0
Crossovers with 3:1 or 1:3 conversion tracts 0 0 2 0
Crossovers with 4:0 or 0:4 conversion tracts 1 0 0 0
Crossovers with hybrid conversion tracts 0 1 1 1
Crossovers with complex conversion tracts 1 1 6 8
3:1 or 1:3 conversion tracts without crossovers 1 0 8 9
4:0 or 0:4 conversion tracts without crossovers 1 1 5 4
Hybrid conversion tracts without crossovers 0 1 8 7
Complex conversion tracts without crossovers 1 2 1 5
BIR 0 0 1 1
Total recombination events 5 6 32 35
This table includes data from two UV-induced sectored colonies and two sectored colonies induced by g-radiation that were analyzed by both SNP arrays and HTS. Both
selected recombination events on chromosome V and unselected events on other chromosomes are included. All conversion events unassociated with LOH were unselected.
1278 J. St. Charles et al.associated with crossovers were signiﬁcantly longer than
those unassociated with crossovers as has been observed
previously (Aguilera and Klein 1989; Mancera et al. 2008).
One simple explanation of this observation is that conver-
sion events unassociated with crossovers usually are a con-
sequence of SDSA, and such events might involve limited
processing of the broken chromosome ends. In contrast,
crossovers likely proceed through formation of a double Hol-
liday junction. Formation of this dHJ intermediate may re-
quire more extensive processing of broken DNA ends and/or
more extensive DNA synthesis primed from the invading
end. It is also possible that branch migration of the dHJ
intermediate could extend the length of the heteroduplex
associated with the crossover; this possibility will be further
discussed below.
Recombinogenic DNA damage
Although it is clear from a variety of studies that DSBs
stimulate mitotic recombination, the DNA lesion responsible
for initiating spontaneous recombination events is not
certain. We previously showed that about half of mitotic
crossovers on chromosome V are associated with gene
conversion tracts that are exclusively 4:0 or 0:4 or that
have a region of 4:0 or 0:4 (hybrid tracts). Such conversion
tracts indicate that both sister chromatids have breaks at
approximately the same position and one simple mechanism
consistent with this property is that these spontaneous
conversion events reﬂect a DSB formed in G1 of the cell
cycle. Supporting this conclusion, many (44%) of the
conversion events induced by g-rays in G1 of the cell cycle
have regions of 4:0 or 0:4 segregation, whereas none of the
conversion events induced by g-rays in G2 had this pattern
(Lee and Petes 2010). Among the mechanisms that could
produce the spontaneous lesions required to initiate recom-
bination are (1) closely opposed nicks generated during re-
moval of adducts caused by oxidative DNA damage, (2)
DSBs caused by Top2p or other cellular endonucleases,
(3) lesions resulting from collisions between replication
forks and the transcription machinery, (4) DSBs resulting
from the collision of converging replication forks, and (5)
nuclease-dependent processing of secondary DNA structures
(“hairpins” and cruciforms). Thus far, we have been unable
to associate the spontaneous recombination events with any
of these mechanisms. For example, the two positions that
represent the convergence of replication forks on the left
arm of chromosome V (Fachinetti et al. 2010) are not hot-
spots for recombination in our limited data set. If there are
several different mechanisms that can produce recombino-
genic DNA lesions, we will need to map many events to
detect signiﬁcant associations.
In our current analysis of g-ray-induced gene conversion
events in G1-synchronized cells by SNP microarrays, we
found that 10 of the 11 conversion tracts associated with
crossovers had a 4:0 or 0:4 segment, and 8 of the 11 con-
version tracts that were unassociated with crossovers had
such a segment. This observation is consistent with the pos-
sibility that most of the observed recombination events in
IR-treated cells reﬂected a DSB introduced by g-rays in G1.
The recombinogenic effect of UV-induced DNA damage is
less clear. One possibility is that small gaps resulting from
the removal of UV-induced dimers are the recombinogenic
lesion. Galli and Schiestl (1999) found that UV did not stim-
ulate mitotic recombination between direct repeats (single-
strand annealing) in G1-arrested cells unless the cells were
allowed to enter the S-period after the UV treatment. In
contrast, when G1-arrested cells were treated with IR, stim-
ulation of single-strand annealing was observed without re-
quiring the cells to enter the S-period. If the recombinogenic
DNA lesion is a DSB, the likely explanation of the different
results is that IR directly creates DSBs whereas the repair of
UV lesions results in nicks that result in DSBs when the
nicked molecule is replicated (Galli and Schiestl 1999). By
this explanation, it is surprising that many of the conversion
events induced by UV in G1 in our experiments had 4:0 or
0:4 segments, suggesting that these exchanges were a con-
sequence of a G1-stimulated DSB. Such a DSB could be
generated in G1 if the removal of dimers on opposite DNA
strands resulted in a very short (,10 bp) duplex region
separating the 30-bp gaps. On the basis of previous esti-
mates of the number of dimers induced by 20 J/m2 of UV
(Daigaku et al. 2010), we calculate that there are 7500
dimers/diploid genome induced by a UV dose of 15 J/m2
and, on the basis of Poisson distribution, there would be
35 regions per genome in which 2 dimers are on opposite
strands within 75 bp of each other. Since the DSB would
require two closely opposed gaps rather than two closely
opposed dimers, the kinetics of gap formation and gap re-
pair affect the probability of DSB formation by this mecha-
nism. Another complicating factor is that the frequency of
closely opposed dimers is higher than expected if dimer
formation is random (Reynolds 1987).
A second possibility is that DSB formation is initiated by
gaps on opposite strands that are relatively close together
(#500 bp apart), but too far apart to generate a G1 DSB. If
a DNA molecule with such gaps is replicated, the product
would be two sister chromatids with DSBs located #500 bp
apart. Processing of the broken ends to yield single-stranded
DNA regions $500 bp would preclude formation of a dHJ
involving the two sister chromatids. Thus, such molecules
would likely be repaired using the intact homolog as the
template, generating a 4:0 conversion. This model is consis-
tent with the Galli and Schiestl (1999) interpretation. We
calculate that cells irradiated with 15 J/m2 would have
234 dimers on opposite strands within 500 bp of each
other.
An alternative possibility is that recombination events are
a consequence of DSBs occurring at replication forks stalled
at unexcised pyrimidine dimers. Unrepaired UV-induced
damage has been demonstrated to block replication forks,
and replication of such damaged templates promotes
sister-chromatid recombination (Branzei and Foiani 2010).
Although we cannot exclude this model, the observed
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fork stalled at the dimer result in two broken sister chroma-
tids, perhaps by increasing the probability of a replication
fork collision. It should be emphasized that, although UV
very efﬁciently stimulates crossovers between homologs,
most of the UV-induced recombination events are likely to
represent sister-chromatid interactions (Kadyk and Hartwell
1992).
Relationship between mitotic gene conversion
and crossovers
In meiosis in yeast, about half of conversion events are
associated with crossovers (Petes et al. 1991; Mancera et al.
2008). In our previous mitotic studies, we selected cross-
overs and found that most (.80%) of these events were
associated with an adjacent tract of gene conversion (Lee
et al. 2009; Lee and Petes 2010); conversion events unasso-
ciated with crossovers could not be selected with our sys-
tem. In the current study, for unselected events stimulated
by radiation, we can estimate the fraction of conversion
events that are associated with crossovers.
For IR-treated cells, including all nonselected events
except BIR, we found 4 conversions associated with cross-
overs and 11 conversions unassociated with crossovers
(Table 2 and Table 3). In these experiments, we detect
the associated crossover because it generates LOH from
the conversion tract to the end of the chromosome. As
shown in Figure 2, depending on the pattern of chromosome
segregation, we expect that only half of the crossovers will
lead to LOH of markers distal to the point of exchange, and
this expectation has experimental support (Chua and Jinks-
Robertson 1991). In addition, as discussed in File S1 and
Table S12, we found preliminary evidence in our experi-
ments for conversion events associated with crossovers that
did not result in LOH.
Thus, we calculate that, of the 15 conversion events
induced by g-rays, it is likely that 8 were associated with
crossovers (53% association). Similarly, among UV-induced
recombinants, since there were 7 unselected conversions
associated with crossovers and 33 unselected conversions
not associated with LOH (Table 2 and Table 3), we calculate
that 35% of the UV-induced conversion events are associ-
ated with crossovers. Our conclusion that the frequency of
crossovers associated with conversions is not very different
for mitotic and meiotic conversion events is consistent with
other recent studies (Ho et al. 2010). In yeast studies in
which conversion events are limited in size, the association
between conversion and crossovers is weaker (Pâques and
Haber 1999). Also, in Drosophila and mammalian cells, con-
version events are only rarely associated with crossovers
(Andersen and Sekelsky 2010).
Complex gene conversion tracts and BIR events
Previously, we classiﬁed conversion tracts as “simple” if the
markers within the tract had one of the following patterns:
(1) all markers were 3:1 or 1:3 (not mixtures of 3:1 and 1:3
in same tract); (2) all markers were 4:0 or 0:4; or (3) hybrid
tracts of the form 3:1/4:0, 1:3/0:4, 3:1/4:0/3:1, or 1:3/0:4/
1:3. All such tracts can be explained as the consequence of
the repair of one or two broken chromatids by one of the HR
pathways shown in Figure 1. There were, however, conver-
sion tracts that were more complicated (termed “complex
tracts”), which will be described below. In the UV-treated
samples, 6 of 10 of the crossover-associated conversion
tracts were complex, although only 3 of 33 tracts were com-
plex in conversions unassociated with crossovers (Table 2
and Table 3); this difference is signiﬁcant (P , 0.01) by
Fisher’s exact test. In the IR-treated samples, the conversion
events associated with crossovers were usually more com-
plex than those that were not (Table 2), although the dif-
ference was not signiﬁcant. Mancera et al. (2008) reported
that 11% of meiotic crossovers had complex conversion
tracts, whereas the frequency of complex tracts among con-
versions unassociated with crossovers was 3%. One expla-
nation of this difference could be that crossovers that
proceed through the pathway shown in Figure 1B are asso-
ciated with two regions of heteroduplex, while conversions
resulting from SDSA or dHJ dissolution have only a single
region of heteroduplex (Figure 1, A and C). Additionally,
because gene conversion tracts associated with crossovers
are usually longer than those unassociated with crossovers,
there may be a greater chance to observe patchy repair of
mismatches (as deﬁned below) in tracts associated with
crossovers.
Diagrams of all recombination events in our study are
shown in Table S1 and Table S2, and the patterns of DSB
repair required to produce the recombination events are
shown in File S2, Figures S1–S40. Most of the complex con-
version tracts could be divided into two categories: tracts
that had multiple transitions between 3:1, 4:0, and hetero-
zygosity within the tract and those tracts in which 3:1 and
1:3 or 4:0 and 0:4 segments occurred within one tract.
Examples of conversion tracts with multiple transitions are
strains 18A (class J9, Table S1) and 4.1 (class J8, Table S1);
both 18A and 4.1 are also depicted in Figure 5A. The com-
plex tract in 4.1 is consistent with the repair of two DSBs
with “patchy” repair of mismatches in two of the resulting
heteroduplexes (File S1, File S2, Figure S29). Heterodu-
plexes will often contain multiple mismatches that can be
repaired to produce either a conversion event or a restora-
tion event (Kirkpatrick et al. 1998). For example, in Figure
1A, repair of the heteroduplex resulting in a duplex with two
“red” strands would represent conversion-type repair be-
cause this pattern produces 3:1 segregation; repair of the
mismatch to produce a duplex with two “blue” strands rep-
resents restoration-type repair because this pattern gener-
ates two cells that retain heterozygosity at the position of
the original heteroduplex. Although multiple mismatches
within one heteroduplex are generally converted in a con-
certed manner, yielding a continuous conversion tract, tracts
with mixtures of conversion-type and restoration-type repair
have been detected in both meiosis (Symington and Petes
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The pathway of DSB repair shown to explain the pattern
of markers in the strain 18A conversion event (File S2, Fig-
ure S30) invokes patchy repair and branch migration of the
dHJ. During recombination in Escherichia coli, a Holliday
junction can be translocated by branch migration, resulting
in symmetric heteroduplexes (West 1997). Although genetic
evidence argues against the formation of symmetric hetero-
duplexes during meiotic recombination in S. cerevisiae
(Petes et al. 1991), symmetric heteroduplexes have been
invoked previously to explain certain classes of mitotic gene
conversions (Esposito 1978; Roitgrund et al. 1993; Nickoloff
et al. 1999). Branch migration can also generate patterns of
repair in which a single DSB can produce both 3:1 and 1:3
or 4:0 and 0:4 events as shown in File S2, Figure S10B.
Our data do not allow us to determine unambiguously
the pathways required to generate the observed conversion
tracts. However, we can state that many of the complex
tracts are inconsistent with the simplest form of the re-
combination models shown in Figure 1. In particular, it is
likely that patchy repair of mismatches is a relatively com-
mon feature of mitotic gene conversion tracts. A detailed
discussion of all of the conversion tracts in our studies is
given in File S1.
There were three unselected BIR events observed in our
study (class L, File S2, Figure S39 and Figure S40). For two
of the three events, we observed a region of conversion
associated with the BIR event. This pattern is consistent with
the repair of two DSBs, one by SDSA and one by BIR (File
S2, Figure S40). The BIR events were about threefold less
frequent than unselected crossovers, as expected from pre-
vious studies (McMurray and Gottschling 2003; Ho et al.
2010)
Relationship between the level of DNA damage and the
frequency of LOH events
The 100-Gy dose of IR used in our experiments is expected
to produce 35 DSBs/diploid genome (Lee and Petes
2010). Since we observed only 2.4 LOH events/irradiated
cell, most of these DSBs must be repaired by a mechanism
that does not produce a detectable LOH event. Since the
cells in our experiments were irradiated in G1, the DSBs
must have been repaired either by an interaction with the
homologous chromosome or by NHEJ. We suggest several
possible explanations. First, it is possible that the repair of
the DSB frequently involves an interaction with the homolog
that is associated with a very short conversion tract. Tracts
,50 bp would be rarely detected, even by HTS. Such a repair
event would likely involve very limited processing of broken
DNA ends as well as short excision repair tracts. A system of
short-patch (often ,12 bp) mismatch repair that is indepen-
dent of the classical mismatch repair system in S. cerevisiae
was described by Coic et al. (2000), although the genes in-
volved in this type of repair have not been identiﬁed. In
addition, conversion tracts ,53 bp have been detected
among HO-induced events (Palmer et al. 2003). Second,
a related possibility is that gene conversion events occur
nonrandomly in regions of the genome that are not repre-
sented on our microarrays (regions that are identical be-
tween W303a and YJM789 or regions with repeated
genes). A third possibility is that the repair of the DSB is
associated with restoration-type repair of mismatches within
the heteroduplexes. Since most of the crossovers in our
study are associated with detectable gene conversion tracts,
we would have to hypothesize that conversion events that
are not associated with crossovers are much more prone to
restoration-type repair than conversion events that are asso-
ciated with crossovers. A fourth possibility is that the IR-
induced DSBs are frequently (Daley et al. 2005) repaired
by NHEJ events. Although NHEJ events are repressed in
MATa/MATa diploids, since PG311 lacks the MATa locus,
NHEJ events will occur. Although NHEJ events will not pro-
duce LOH, depending on the nature of DNA ends (compat-
ible single-strand overhangs or blunt), some NHEJ events
would be expected to result in loss or gain of a few base
pairs . Although we did not observe indels in our HTS anal-
ysis, this observation does not rule out the possibility that
some repair events reﬂect NHEJ. It is also possible, of
course, that all four possibilities described above are partly
responsible for the “missing” LOH events.
One explanation that we can exclude as a major contrib-
utor to the discrepancy between the number of lesions and
the number of LOH events is chromosome loss. Chromo-
some loss can be readily detected by the SNP microarrays,
and no losses were observed in cells treated with g-rays or
UV. In experiments in which eightfold higher doses of g-rays
were used, 10% of the treated yeast cells had chromosome
loss (Argueso et al. 2008).
Although we detected .50 unselected LOH events in
cells treated with g-rays and UV, no duplications or dele-
tions were detected. Thus, SNP arrays that can detect both
LOH and changes in copy number are a much more efﬁcient
method of detecting recombinogenic DNA lesions than com-
parative genomic hybridization (CGH) arrays. In our previ-
ous analysis of g-ray-treated diploid cells by CGH (Argueso
et al. 2008), we found that most of the irradiated cells had
one or more chromosome rearrangements, usually nonrecip-
rocal translocations with retrotransposons at the break-
points. In these experiments, we treated G2-synchronized
cells with doses of radiation that were eightfold higher than
the doses used in our current study.
Mutations induced by g-rays and UV
We found only a few mutations induced by g-rays and UV,
averages of 1.5 and 6 mutations/irradiated cell, respectively.
Although there are no genome-wide studies of the frequen-
cies of mutations induced by g-rays, extrapolating from
the frequency of induction of X-ray-induced mutations at
the CAN1 locus (Goeke and Manney 1979) and the rate of
spontaneous mutations per base pair at CAN1 (Lang and
Murray 2008), we calculate that the expected frequency of
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observed number. The most direct comparison for the UV-
induced mutations is with data obtained from HTS of UV-
treated stationary-phase haploid yeast strains (Burch et al.
2011). The strains in these studies had a temperature-
sensitive mutation in CDC13. However, three of the se-
quenced isolates were treated at the permissive temperature.
By extrapolating their data to our UV dose, we would expect
14 mutations/diploid cell, only twofold different from our
observed frequencies. In summary, our HTS data detected
roughly the expected number of mutations per irradiated
strain.
As described in the Results, the mutations induced by UV
and g-rays are nonrandomly distributed among the yeast
chromosomes. Although this nonrandom distribution needs
to be veriﬁed with a large data set, it is possible that the
mutagenic DNA damage is distributed nonrandomly because
of the speciﬁc position of different chromosomes within the
nucleus or chromosome-speciﬁc chromatin domains. Since
the UV-irradiated strains have 7500 DNA lesions (as dis-
cussed above), the vast majority of these lesions must be
repaired by nucleotide excision repair in a manner that does
not result in LOH or mutations.
We assume that most of the UV-induced mutations reﬂect
errors introduced during the bypass of pyrimidine dimers by
Rev1p and Polz, since 90% of UV-induced mutations require
these activities (Lawrence 2002). The source of the muta-
tions in the g-ray-treated samples is less clear. Since the
mutations are not associated with regions of LOH, the muta-
tions probably do not reﬂect errors introduced by DSB re-
pair. It is possible that bases damaged by g-rays are bypassed
by error-prone polymerases by a mechanism similar to that
associated with UV-induced DNA damage.
All three of the mutations introduced by g-irradiation and
about half of the mutations caused by UV were found in
both sectors of sectored colonies. This result indicates that
the introduced mutation was placed into both strands of the
duplex before DNA replication. Such events, which have
been observed previously for UV-induced DNA damage
(Eckardt and Haynes 1977; James and Kilbey 1977), have
been termed “two-strand” mutations (Abdulovic et al.
2006). One model for such events is that they reﬂect the
repair of two closely opposed DNA lesions by nucleotide
excision repair. During the repair of one lesion, a mutation
is introduced. The repair of the second lesion on the oppo-
site strand results in a gap that includes the mutant sub-
stitution and the ﬁlling in of the gap results in mutant
substitutions in both strands of the duplex. Whatever the
explanation of two-strand events, both UV and g-rays efﬁ-
ciently produce this type of mutation.
The repair of DSBs is associated with a 100-fold elevation
in the frequency of reversion of a closely linked mutation
(Strathern et al. 1995), and 1000-fold elevated rates of
mutation have been observed during BIR (Deem et al.
2011) and other gene conversion events that result in two
newly synthesized strands (Hicks et al. 2010). In addition,
the frequency of UV-induced mutagenesis is elevated .100-
fold in regions of single-stranded DNA next to DSBs or ab-
normal telomeres (Yang et al. 2008). On the basis of these
observations, we checked whether the de novo mutations
were nonrandomly associated with LOH regions associated
with gene conversion or BIR. There were 15 base substitu-
tions observed among four sectored colonies resulting from
the irradiation of G1 cells. The total lengths of the unse-
lected gene conversion and BIR events among these strains
were 163 kb (PG311-UV-8R/W), 271 kb (PG311-UV-9R/
W), 22 kb (PG311-IR-37R/W), and 50 kb (PG311-IR-40R/
W). The fraction of the genome with these LOH regions was
0.01. Two of the 15 (0.13) mutations were in regions of
LOH. Although this calculation suggests that the LOH
regions may have a signiﬁcantly elevated frequency of muta-
tions, most of the induced mutations are located outside of
the LOH regions.
Comparison among methods of physically mapping
recombination events
In our previous studies, we mapped recombination events by
a PCR-based technique (described in the Introduction). As
employed in our analysis of chromosome V events, this
approach was time-consuming and expensive and mapped
events with relatively poor resolution (4 kb). More impor-
tantly, this method could not be easily used to map events
throughout the genome. In addition, the PCR-based ap-
proach did not allow us to examine changes in gene dosage
(deletions or duplications). For example, we found that an
event classiﬁed as a crossover on chromosome V by the PCR-
based method was actually a terminal deletion on V when
examined by SNP arrays.
In contrast, both SNP arrays and HTS allow analysis of
events throughout the genome. The advantages of SNP arrays
compared to HTS are (1) relatively low cost ($100/sample),
(2) speed of analysis (4 hr for SNP arrays vs. 1 week for
HTS), and (3) relative ease in detecting changes in gene dosage.
The major advantages of HTS are (1) higher resolution (1 kb for
SNP arrays vs. 250 bp for HTS) and (2) the ability to detect de
novo mutations. In addition, diagnosis of LOH by HTS can be
done with any diploid in which the progenitor haploid strains
have been sequenced, whereas diagnosis of LOH by SNP
arrays requires the construction of strain-speciﬁcm i c r o a r r a y s .
Although SNP arrays are probably a more cost-effective and
faster approach for mapping large numbers of recombination
events at present, as HTS becomes cheaper and analysis of
HTS data becomes faster, HTS is likely to be the method of
choice in the future. Neither SNP microarrays nor HTS, how-
ever, can map recombination events that do not involve LOH
(e.g., sister-chromatid exchanges).
Conclusion
In conclusion, we have used SNP microarrays and HTS to
map crossovers and gene conversion events at high resolu-
tion throughout the yeast genome. These studies represent
the ﬁrst genome-wide measurement of the number and
1282 J. St. Charles et al.types of unselected LOH events induced by UV and g-rays. In
G1-synchronized cells treated with either UV or g-rays, 4:0
conversion events are common, suggesting that many of the
LOH events reﬂect the repair of two sister chromatids bro-
ken at approximately the same position. In addition, the
high-resolution analysis of recombination events by SNP
arrays and HTS reveals that gene conversion tracts, partic-
ularly those associated with crossovers, are more complex
than was previously recognized by low-resolution studies.
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 ﾠ
SNP	
 ﾠmicroarrays:	
 ﾠspecificity	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠhybridization	
 ﾠ
To	
 ﾠconfirm	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠspecificity	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpattern	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠhybridization	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠoligonucleotides,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠisolated	
 ﾠgenomic	
 ﾠDNA	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
haploid	
 ﾠstrains	
 ﾠPLS2/W303a	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠPSL5/YJM789.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠDNA	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠlabeled	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠeither	
 ﾠCy3-ﾭ‐dUTP	
 ﾠ(YJM789)	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠCy5-ﾭ‐dUTP	
 ﾠ
(W303a)	
 ﾠ(LEMOINE	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.,	
 ﾠ2005).	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠsamples	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠmixed	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠcompetitively	
 ﾠhybridized	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmicroarrays	
 ﾠ(details	
 ﾠbelow).	
 ﾠ
Our	
 ﾠfirst	
 ﾠexperiments	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠdone	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠarrays	
 ﾠcontaining	
 ﾠabout	
 ﾠ60,000	
 ﾠoligonucleotides	
 ﾠ(Table	
 ﾠS3),	
 ﾠrepresenting	
 ﾠabout	
 ﾠ
15,000	
 ﾠSNP	
 ﾠpositions.	
 ﾠFollowing	
 ﾠscanning	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠarrays,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠmeasured	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠratio	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsignals	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠwavelengths	
 ﾠspecific	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Cy3-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠCy5-ﾭ‐labeled	
 ﾠsamples	
 ﾠ(532	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ635	
 ﾠnm,	
 ﾠrespectively).	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠ635	
 ﾠnm/532	
 ﾠnm	
 ﾠratio	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠanalyzed	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠ
oligonucleotide.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠaverage	
 ﾠvalue	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmedian	
 ﾠratios	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcontrol	
 ﾠprobes	
 ﾠ(those	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠidentical	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠhaploid	
 ﾠ
strains	
 ﾠlisted	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠTable	
 ﾠS4)	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠcalculated	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠused	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠnormalize	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠratios	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠexperimental	
 ﾠprobes	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠvalue	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ1	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠ
dividing	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠprobe	
 ﾠratio	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠaverage	
 ﾠcontrol	
 ﾠprobe	
 ﾠratio.	
 ﾠAll	
 ﾠW303a	
 ﾠprobes	
 ﾠ(designated	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ“SF”	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠ“SR”	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlast	
 ﾠ
two	
 ﾠcharacters	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠProbeID	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠTable	
 ﾠS3)	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠhad	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcentered	
 ﾠratio	
 ﾠless	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠ1.5	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠdiscarded.	
 ﾠAll	
 ﾠYJM789	
 ﾠprobes	
 ﾠ
(designated	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ“YF”	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠ“YR”	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlast	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠcharacters	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠProbeID	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠTable	
 ﾠS3)	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠhad	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcentered	
 ﾠratio	
 ﾠgreater	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠ
0.67	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠdiscarded.	
 ﾠThese	
 ﾠcriteria	
 ﾠrequire	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠleast	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ50%	
 ﾠdifference	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠsignal	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠstrains	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠany	
 ﾠgiven	
 ﾠprobe.	
 ﾠ
We	
 ﾠthen	
 ﾠrepeated	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠexperiment,	
 ﾠswitching	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdyes	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠused	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠlabel	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠgenomic	
 ﾠDNA	
 ﾠsamples.	
 ﾠOnly	
 ﾠprobes	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ
satisfied	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcriteria	
 ﾠdescribed	
 ﾠabove	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠexperiments	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠused	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠour	
 ﾠanalysis.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠfinal	
 ﾠprobe	
 ﾠset	
 ﾠused	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠanalysis	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ
listed	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠTable	
 ﾠS5.	
 ﾠ
Details	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmethods	
 ﾠused	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠmicroarray	
 ﾠanalysis:	
 ﾠsample	
 ﾠpreparation,	
 ﾠhybridization	
 ﾠconditions,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠdata	
 ﾠ
analysis	
 ﾠ
Five	
 ﾠml	
 ﾠYPD	
 ﾠyeast	
 ﾠcultures	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠgrown	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠ30°	
 ﾠovernight	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠagitation.	
 ﾠApproximately	
 ﾠ55	
 ﾠmg	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpelleted	
 ﾠculture	
 ﾠ
was	
 ﾠresuspended	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ500	
 ﾠml	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠmelted	
 ﾠagarose	
 ﾠsolution	
 ﾠ(0.5%	
 ﾠlow	
 ﾠmelt	
 ﾠagarose,	
 ﾠ100	
 ﾠmM	
 ﾠEDTA	
 ﾠpH	
 ﾠ7.5	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠapproximately	
 ﾠ
42°),	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthen	
 ﾠ20	
 ﾠμl	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ25	
 ﾠmg/ml	
 ﾠZymolase	
 ﾠsolution	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠadded.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠcell-ﾭ‐agarose	
 ﾠmixture	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠdistributed	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠfive	
 ﾠplug	
 ﾠ
molds	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠallowed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠsolidify.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠplugs	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠthen	
 ﾠincubated	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ700	
 ﾠμl	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠEDTA/Tris	
 ﾠsolution	
 ﾠ(500	
 ﾠmM	
 ﾠEDTA,	
 ﾠ10	
 ﾠmM	
 ﾠ
Tris,	
 ﾠpH	
 ﾠ7.5)	
 ﾠovernight	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠ37°.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠnext	
 ﾠday,	
 ﾠ400	
 ﾠμl	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsarcosyl/proteinase	
 ﾠK	
 ﾠsolution	
 ﾠ(5%	
 ﾠsarcosyl,	
 ﾠ5	
 ﾠmg/ml	
 ﾠproteinase	
 ﾠK,	
 ﾠ
500	
 ﾠmM	
 ﾠEDTA	
 ﾠpH	
 ﾠ7.5)	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠadded	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtubes	
 ﾠcontaining	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠplugs,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠincubated	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠ50°	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠfive	
 ﾠhours	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
overnight.	
 ﾠDNA	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠisolated	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthree	
 ﾠplugs	
 ﾠper	
 ﾠstrain	
 ﾠanalyzed	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠFermentas	
 ﾠLife	
 ﾠSciences	
 ﾠGeneJet	
 ﾠGel	
 ﾠExtraction	
 ﾠ
Kit	
 ﾠ(#K0692).	
 ﾠFollowing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠaddition	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ“Binding”	
 ﾠbuffer	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠkit,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsamples	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠincubated	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠroom	
 ﾠtemperature	
 ﾠ
(~25°)	
 ﾠuntil	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠagarose	
 ﾠhad	
 ﾠmelted	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠthen	
 ﾠincubated	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠice	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠ5	
 ﾠminutes.	
 ﾠThese	
 ﾠsamples	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠsonicated	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
BioRupter	
 ﾠsonicater	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠ15-ﾭ‐minute	
 ﾠsessions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ30-ﾭ‐second	
 ﾠhigh	
 ﾠpulses,	
 ﾠfollowed	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠ30	
 ﾠseconds	
 ﾠwithout	
 ﾠsonication,	
 ﾠ
resulting	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠDNA	
 ﾠfragments	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠabout	
 ﾠ200-ﾭ‐300	
 ﾠbp.	
 ﾠFollowing	
 ﾠsonication,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsamples	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠtreated	
 ﾠaccording	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠkit	
 ﾠ
protocol.	
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We	
 ﾠlabeled	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠreactions	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠexperimental	
 ﾠstrain	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsingle	
 ﾠreaction	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreference	
 ﾠPG311	
 ﾠstrain	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Invitrogen	
 ﾠBioprime	
 ﾠArray	
 ﾠCGH	
 ﾠGenome	
 ﾠLabeling	
 ﾠModule	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠkit	
 ﾠprotocol	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠexcept	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlast	
 ﾠstep	
 ﾠ(stop	
 ﾠbuffer).	
 ﾠ
Experimental	
 ﾠstrains	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠlabeled	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠCy5-ﾭ‐dUTP	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠPG311	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠlabeled	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠCy3-ﾭ‐dUTP.	
 ﾠAfter	
 ﾠincubation	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠ37°,	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
reactions	
 ﾠintended	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsingle	
 ﾠmicroarray	
 ﾠ(two	
 ﾠreactions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠexperimental	
 ﾠstrain	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠreaction	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreference	
 ﾠ
strain)	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠcombined	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsingle	
 ﾠtube	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠpurified	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠFermentas	
 ﾠLife	
 ﾠSciences	
 ﾠGeneJet	
 ﾠPCR	
 ﾠPurification	
 ﾠkit	
 ﾠ
(#K0702)	
 ﾠfollowing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠkit	
 ﾠprotocol	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠeluting	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠ79	
 ﾠμl	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdH2O.	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠhybridization	
 ﾠreactions	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠprepared	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠAgilent	
 ﾠOligo	
 ﾠaCGH/ChIP-ﾭ‐on-ﾭ‐Chip	
 ﾠHybridization	
 ﾠkit	
 ﾠ(5188-ﾭ‐5220)	
 ﾠ
following	
 ﾠkit	
 ﾠinstructions.	
 ﾠArrays	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠincubated	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠ48	
 ﾠhours	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠ62°.	
 ﾠFollowing	
 ﾠhybridization,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠarrays	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠwashed	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠ
5	
 ﾠminutes	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠOligo	
 ﾠaCGH/ChIP-ﾭ‐on-ﾭ‐Chip	
 ﾠWash	
 ﾠBuffer	
 ﾠ1	
 ﾠ(Agilent	
 ﾠ5188-ﾭ‐5221)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ1	
 ﾠminute	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠOligo	
 ﾠaCGH/ChIP-ﾭ‐on-ﾭ‐Chip	
 ﾠ
Wash	
 ﾠBuffer	
 ﾠ2	
 ﾠ(Agilent	
 ﾠ5188-ﾭ‐5222)	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠpre-ﾭ‐warmed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ37°.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠarrays	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠthen	
 ﾠscanned	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠwavelengths	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ635	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
532	
 ﾠnm	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠGenePix	
 ﾠscanner	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠGenePix	
 ﾠPro	
 ﾠsoftware	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠsettings	
 ﾠrecommended	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmanufacturer.	
 ﾠ
Microarrays	
 ﾠcould	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠre-ﾭ‐used	
 ﾠapproximately	
 ﾠ4-ﾭ‐6	
 ﾠtimes	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠremoving	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠhybridized	
 ﾠlabeled	
 ﾠDNA	
 ﾠsequences	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
oligonucleotides.	
 ﾠMicroarrays	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠgasket	
 ﾠslides	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠstripped	
 ﾠseparately	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ1x	
 ﾠstripping	
 ﾠbuffer	
 ﾠ(10	
 ﾠmM	
 ﾠpotassium	
 ﾠ
phosphate,	
 ﾠpH6.6).	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠslides	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠslowly	
 ﾠheated	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠboiling	
 ﾠpoint	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstripping	
 ﾠbuffer	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠ30-ﾭ‐45	
 ﾠminutes.	
 ﾠAfter	
 ﾠ
stripping,	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠtransferred	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdeionized	
 ﾠwater,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthen	
 ﾠslowly	
 ﾠremoved	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠstored	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnitrogen	
 ﾠcabinet.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠgasket	
 ﾠ
slides	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠcentrifuged	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠ500	
 ﾠrpm	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠremove	
 ﾠexcess	
 ﾠliquid.	
 ﾠLabels	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠmicroarrays	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠremoved	
 ﾠprior	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠstripping.	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠdata	
 ﾠgenerated	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠGenePix	
 ﾠPro	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠexported	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠtext	
 ﾠfiles	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠanalyzed	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠMicrosoft	
 ﾠExcel.	
 ﾠProbes	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠ
flagged	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsoftware	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠdeleted	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠanalysis.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠratio	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmedians	
 ﾠ(635	
 ﾠnm/532	
 ﾠnm)	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠprobe	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠ
used	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠanalysis,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠreplicate	
 ﾠprobe	
 ﾠmedians	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠaveraged.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠdata	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠcentered	
 ﾠaround	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠdividing	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠprobe	
 ﾠ
median	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠaverage	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠprobe	
 ﾠmedians	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠnormalize	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠdifferences	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠhybridization	
 ﾠlevels	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
reference	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠexperimental	
 ﾠstrain	
 ﾠsamples.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠdata	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠplotted	
 ﾠseparately	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠhaploid	
 ﾠparental	
 ﾠstrain	
 ﾠand,	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠplots	
 ﾠ
showing	
 ﾠwhole	
 ﾠchromosomes,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmedians	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠ“smoothed”	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠaveraging	
 ﾠover	
 ﾠnine	
 ﾠconsecutive	
 ﾠprobes.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
Generation	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠanalysis	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠhigh-ﾭ‐throughput	
 ﾠsequencing	
 ﾠdata	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Prior	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠanalysis	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠexperimental	
 ﾠstrains,	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠreference	
 ﾠgenome	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠcompiled	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsequences	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠ
parental	
 ﾠhaploid	
 ﾠstrains	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠPG311,;	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠrequired	
 ﾠseveral	
 ﾠsteps.	
 ﾠFirst,	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠS288c-ﾭ‐YJM789	
 ﾠcontig	
 ﾠalignments	
 ﾠ(WEI	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠ
al.	
 ﾠ2007),	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠin-ﾭ‐house	
 ﾠPERL	
 ﾠscripts,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠextracted	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠS288c	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠYJM789	
 ﾠsequences	
 ﾠseparately.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠPSL2/W303a	
 ﾠ”reads”	
 ﾠ
were	
 ﾠthen	
 ﾠassembled	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthese	
 ﾠS288c	
 ﾠcontigs	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠPSL5/YJM789	
 ﾠ“reads”	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠassembled	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠYJM789	
 ﾠcontigs;	
 ﾠ
this	
 ﾠanalysis	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠperformed	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠCLC	
 ﾠGenomics	
 ﾠsoftware	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ“random”	
 ﾠflag	
 ﾠoption.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠFrom	
 ﾠthese	
 ﾠassemblies,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠused	
 ﾠ
CLC	
 ﾠGenomic	
 ﾠsoftware	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠgenerate	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfirst-ﾭ‐stage	
 ﾠreference	
 ﾠgenomic	
 ﾠsequence	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠPSL2/W303a	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠPSL5/YJM789.	
 ﾠSecond,	
 ﾠ
we	
 ﾠre-ﾭ‐assembled	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠPSL2	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠPSL5	
 ﾠ“reads”	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfirst-ﾭ‐stage	
 ﾠreference	
 ﾠsequences;	
 ﾠCLC	
 ﾠGenomics	
 ﾠsoftware	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠused	
 ﾠ
for	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ“unique”	
 ﾠflag	
 ﾠoption.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠresulting	
 ﾠassemblies	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠused	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠgenerate	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsecond-ﾭ‐stage	
 ﾠreference	
 ﾠJ.	
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sequence	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠPSL2/W303a	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠPSL5/YJM789.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconstruction	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsecond-ﾭ‐stage	
 ﾠreference	
 ﾠsequences	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠ
PSL2/W303a	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠPSL5/YJM789,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠaltered	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠbase	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfirst-ﾭ‐stage	
 ﾠreference	
 ﾠsequence	
 ﾠif	
 ﾠ>75%	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ“reads”	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
new	
 ﾠalignments	
 ﾠhad	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠbase	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠdifferent	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfirst-ﾭ‐stage	
 ﾠreference	
 ﾠsequence.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
We	
 ﾠthen	
 ﾠaligned	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsecond-ﾭ‐stage	
 ﾠPSL2/W303a	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠPSL5/YJM789	
 ﾠcontigs	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpreviously	
 ﾠaligned	
 ﾠS288c-ﾭ‐YJM789	
 ﾠ
contig	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMAFFT	
 ﾠprogram	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSequence-ﾭ‐to-ﾭ‐skeleton	
 ﾠalignment	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ‘-ﾭ‐add’	
 ﾠoption	
 ﾠ(KATOH	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ2009).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠ
resulting	
 ﾠalignments	
 ﾠallowed	
 ﾠus	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠtranslate	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠpositions	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠassemblies	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠpaternal	
 ﾠhaploids	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠin-ﾭ‐
house	
 ﾠPERL	
 ﾠscripts.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠaddition,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠused	
 ﾠin-ﾭ‐house	
 ﾠPERL	
 ﾠscripts	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠlocate	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpositions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠapproximately	
 ﾠ55,000	
 ﾠ
SNPs	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠdistinguished	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠhaploid	
 ﾠstrains.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
Each	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠirradiated	
 ﾠdiploid	
 ﾠstrains	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠindependently	
 ﾠassembled	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconsensus	
 ﾠsequences	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠPSL2	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
PSL5	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠCLC	
 ﾠGenomics	
 ﾠsoftware	
 ﾠand,	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠaddition,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠBurrows-ﾭ‐Wheeler	
 ﾠAlignment	
 ﾠTool	
 ﾠ(BWA,	
 ﾠ(LI	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠDURBIN	
 ﾠ2009)).	
 ﾠ
SAMtools	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠthen	
 ﾠused	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠextract	
 ﾠ“pileup”	
 ﾠfiles	
 ﾠout	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠassembled	
 ﾠfiles	
 ﾠ(LI	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ2009),	
 ﾠcreating	
 ﾠfiles	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠshow	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
number	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠbases	
 ﾠsupported	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠposition.	
 ﾠFor	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠexperimental	
 ﾠstrain,	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ“pileup”	
 ﾠfiles,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠdetermined	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
frequency	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠSNP	
 ﾠallele	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠheterozygous	
 ﾠSNP	
 ﾠposition.	
 ﾠPositions	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfrequency	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠoriginal	
 ﾠ
alleles	
 ﾠaveraged	
 ﾠ>90%	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreads	
 ﾠ(average	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠfrequencies	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠPSL2/W303a	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠPSL5/YJM789	
 ﾠassemblies)	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠ
candidates	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠLOH	
 ﾠevents.	
 ﾠTo	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠregarded	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠconfirmed	
 ﾠLOH	
 ﾠevents,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcandidate	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠhad	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠpass	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsame	
 ﾠcriterion	
 ﾠ
for	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠassemblies	
 ﾠobtained	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠCLC	
 ﾠGenomics	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠBWA	
 ﾠsoftware.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠtranslate	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsequence	
 ﾠcoordinates	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠputative	
 ﾠLOH	
 ﾠevent	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠour	
 ﾠanalysis	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcontigs	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠSGD	
 ﾠcoordinates,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠaligned	
 ﾠSGD	
 ﾠgenomic	
 ﾠsequences	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
16	
 ﾠchromosomes	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠS288c-ﾭ‐YJM789-ﾭ‐PSL2-ﾭ‐PSL5	
 ﾠalignment	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMAFFT	
 ﾠprogram.	
 ﾠIn-ﾭ‐house	
 ﾠPERL	
 ﾠscripts	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠ
used	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠidentify	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠexact	
 ﾠSGD	
 ﾠcoordinates	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠputative	
 ﾠLOH	
 ﾠevent	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠexclude	
 ﾠputative	
 ﾠLOH	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠ
located	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠrepetitive	
 ﾠregions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠgenome;	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcoordinates	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠrepetitive	
 ﾠregions	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠgiven	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠSGD.	
 ﾠ
Mutation	
 ﾠanalysis	
 ﾠ
In	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠirradiated	
 ﾠexperimental	
 ﾠdiploids,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠlooked	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠinduced	
 ﾠmutations	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐repetitive	
 ﾠregions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠgenome	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ
were	
 ﾠoriginally	
 ﾠidentical	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠparental	
 ﾠhaploids.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠmutations	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠidentified	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSNP-ﾭ‐calling	
 ﾠsoftware	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠCLC	
 ﾠ
Genomics	
 ﾠbased	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠsecond-ﾭ‐stage	
 ﾠparental	
 ﾠhaploid	
 ﾠassemblies.	
 ﾠDe	
 ﾠnovo	
 ﾠmutations	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠidentified	
 ﾠif	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠ
supported	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠ>	
 ﾠ40%	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreads	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠexperimental	
 ﾠstrain,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠless	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠ15%	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreads	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠexperimental	
 ﾠ
strains.	
 ﾠWe	
 ﾠvalidated	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠidentified	
 ﾠmutations	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠmanual	
 ﾠcomparison	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠBWA	
 ﾠassembly	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠIntegrative	
 ﾠ
Genomic	
 ﾠViewer	
 ﾠ(ROBINSON	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ2011).	
 ﾠFinally,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠconfirmed	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠexistence	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmutations	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠDNA	
 ﾠsequence	
 ﾠanalysis	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
PCR	
 ﾠfragments	
 ﾠcontaining	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrelevant	
 ﾠregion.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
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Below,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠexpand	
 ﾠour	
 ﾠdiscussion	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠtopics	
 ﾠintroduced	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmain	
 ﾠtext:	
 ﾠ1)	
 ﾠevidence	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠsome	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠunselected	
 ﾠ
gene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcentromere-ﾭ‐distal	
 ﾠLOH	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcrossovers,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ2)	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
mechanisms	
 ﾠinvolved	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠforming	
 ﾠcomplex	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents.	
 ﾠ
Gene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠunassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcentromere-ﾭ‐distal	
 ﾠLOH	
 ﾠ
In	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠmitotic	
 ﾠcrossover	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠproduce	
 ﾠLOH,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠdaughter	
 ﾠcells	
 ﾠmust	
 ﾠreceive	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠrecombinant	
 ﾠchromosome	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐recombinant	
 ﾠchromosome	
 ﾠ(Fig.	
 ﾠ2).	
 ﾠIf	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠdaughter	
 ﾠcell	
 ﾠreceives	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠrecombinant	
 ﾠchromosomes	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
other	
 ﾠreceives	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐recombinant	
 ﾠchromosomes,	
 ﾠLOH	
 ﾠwill	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠobserved	
 ﾠ(CHUA	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠJINKS-ﾭ‐ROBERTSON	
 ﾠ1991).	
 ﾠThus,	
 ﾠ
about	
 ﾠhalf	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversions	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcrossovers	
 ﾠwill	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠdetectable	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠour	
 ﾠanalysis.	
 ﾠTo	
 ﾠlook	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠ
crossover-ﾭ‐associated	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠdid	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠresult	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠLOH,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠlooked	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠchanges	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠlinkage	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmarkers	
 ﾠ
flanking	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠanalyzing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmeiotic	
 ﾠproducts	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠresulted	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠsporulating	
 ﾠdiploids	
 ﾠderived	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠsectored	
 ﾠ
colonies.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
We	
 ﾠexamined	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmeiotic	
 ﾠproducts	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠeleven	
 ﾠsectored	
 ﾠcolonies	
 ﾠ(three	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠγ	
 ﾠray-ﾭ‐treated	
 ﾠcells	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠeight	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠUV-ﾭ‐
treated	
 ﾠcells)	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠhad	
 ﾠunselected	
 ﾠ4:0	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠunassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠLOH.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠmeiotic	
 ﾠsegregation	
 ﾠpatterns	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠheterozygous	
 ﾠSNPs	
 ﾠflanking	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ4:0	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtract	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠanalyzed	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠPCR-ﾭ‐based	
 ﾠmethod	
 ﾠdescribed	
 ﾠpreviously	
 ﾠ
(Lee	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.,	
 ﾠ2009).	
 ﾠSince	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠphysical	
 ﾠdistances	
 ﾠseparating	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠflanking	
 ﾠmarkers	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠrelatively	
 ﾠsmall	
 ﾠ(<	
 ﾠ20	
 ﾠkb	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠ
intervals),	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠexpected	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdetected	
 ﾠcrossovers	
 ﾠwould	
 ﾠreflect	
 ﾠmitotic	
 ﾠrather	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠmeiotic	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtested	
 ﾠ
interval.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
If	
 ﾠno	
 ﾠmitotic	
 ﾠcrossover	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ4:0	
 ﾠtract,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠexpected	
 ﾠthat,	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtetrads	
 ﾠderived	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠsectors,	
 ﾠ
most	
 ﾠtetrads	
 ﾠwould	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠspores	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠYJM789	
 ﾠform	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠSNPs	
 ﾠflanking	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtract	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠspores	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
W303a	
 ﾠform	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠSNPs	
 ﾠflanking	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtracts.	
 ﾠIf	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠmitotic	
 ﾠcrossover	
 ﾠoccurred	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠG2,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠexpect	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠsector	
 ﾠwould	
 ﾠ
produce	
 ﾠtetrads	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠfour	
 ﾠspores	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrecombinant	
 ﾠconfiguration	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠflanking	
 ﾠmarkers,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠsector	
 ﾠ
would	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠtetrads	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠspores	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠflanking	
 ﾠmarkers	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠoriginal	
 ﾠparental	
 ﾠconfigurations.	
 ﾠFinally,	
 ﾠif	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠ
conversion	
 ﾠevent	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcrossover	
 ﾠoccur	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠG1,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠwould	
 ﾠexpect	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠfind	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrecombinant	
 ﾠconfiguration	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmarkers	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠtetrads	
 ﾠ
derived	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠsectors.	
 ﾠOf	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠeleven	
 ﾠsectored	
 ﾠcolonies	
 ﾠexamined,	
 ﾠeight	
 ﾠhad	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpattern	
 ﾠexpected	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠ
unassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcrossover	
 ﾠ(Table	
 ﾠS12).	
 ﾠOne	
 ﾠhad	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpattern	
 ﾠexpected	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcrossover	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠG2	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsegregation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
two	
 ﾠrecombinant	
 ﾠchromosomes	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠcell	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠnon-ﾭ‐recombinant	
 ﾠchromosomes	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother.	
 ﾠInterestingly,	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠ
sectored	
 ﾠcolonies	
 ﾠhad	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpattern	
 ﾠconsistent	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevent	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcrossover	
 ﾠoccurring	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠG1.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠpattern,	
 ﾠ
however,	
 ﾠcould	
 ﾠalso	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠconsequence	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠbroken	
 ﾠchromosomes	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠG2,	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcrossover.	
 ﾠ
Complex	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
As	
 ﾠdiscussed	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtext,	
 ﾠmany	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcrossovers	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠcomplex,	
 ﾠinvolving	
 ﾠmultiple	
 ﾠ
transitions	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠ3:1,	
 ﾠ4:0,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ2:2	
 ﾠregions	
 ﾠwithin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtract	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠ3:1	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ1:3	
 ﾠsegments	
 ﾠoccurred	
 ﾠwithin	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠJ.	
 ﾠSt.	
 ﾠCharles	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
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tract.	
 ﾠBelow,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠwill	
 ﾠfirst	
 ﾠdiscuss	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠLOH	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcentromere-ﾭ‐distal	
 ﾠmarkers,	
 ﾠ
followed	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠdiscussion	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠLOH-ﾭ‐associated	
 ﾠconversions.	
 ﾠDiagrams	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠrecombination	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠour	
 ﾠstudy	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠshown	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
Tables	
 ﾠS1	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠS2,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠfigures	
 ﾠshowing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpatterns	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠDSB	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠrequired	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠproduce	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrecombination	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠshown	
 ﾠ
in	
 ﾠFigs.	
 ﾠS1-ﾭ‐S40.	
 ﾠ
Complex	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠunassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠLOH	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcentromere-ﾭ‐distal	
 ﾠmarkers	
 ﾠ
It	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠimportant	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠnote	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠunassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcrossovers	
 ﾠcould	
 ﾠoccur	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthree	
 ﾠpathways	
 ﾠ(Fig.	
 ﾠ
1):	
 ﾠ1)	
 ﾠSDSA	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsingle	
 ﾠregion	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠheteroduplex,	
 ﾠ2)	
 ﾠresolution	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠdouble	
 ﾠHolliday	
 ﾠjunction	
 ﾠ(dHJ)	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠ
results	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠregions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠheteroduplex	
 ﾠlocated	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠtrans,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ3)	
 ﾠdissolution	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdHJ	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠtopoisomerase	
 ﾠleading	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠ
regions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠheteroduplex	
 ﾠlocated	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠcis	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠchromosome.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠanalysis	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠplasmid-ﾭ‐chromosome	
 ﾠrecombination	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠyeast,	
 ﾠ
MITCHEL	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ(MITCHEL	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ2010)	
 ﾠconcluded	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠmitotic	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠconsequence	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠSDSA.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
As	
 ﾠdiscussed	
 ﾠbelow,	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠ(about	
 ﾠ80%)	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠunassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠLOH	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdistal	
 ﾠmarkers	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠ
explicable	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠconsequence	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠDSBs	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSDSA	
 ﾠpathway.	
 ﾠThese	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠdivided	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠ
Classes	
 ﾠA-ﾭ‐G.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠdefining	
 ﾠattributes	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠclass,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmechanism(s)	
 ﾠrequired	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠproduce	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠclass,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfigure	
 ﾠnumber	
 ﾠ
illustrating	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠclass	
 ﾠare:	
 ﾠ1)	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠA	
 ﾠ(3:1	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠ1:3	
 ﾠconversion,	
 ﾠSDSA	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsingle	
 ﾠG2	
 ﾠDSB,	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠS1),	
 ﾠ2)	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠB	
 ﾠ(4:0	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠ0:4	
 ﾠ
conversion,	
 ﾠSDSA	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠDSBs	
 ﾠlocated	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsame	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠsister	
 ﾠchromatids,	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠS2A),	
 ﾠ3)	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠC	
 ﾠ(3:1/4:0	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠ
1:3/0:4	
 ﾠhybrid	
 ﾠconversions,	
 ﾠSDSA	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠDSBs	
 ﾠlocated	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsame	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠsister	
 ﾠchromatids	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠdifferent	
 ﾠ
length	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtracts,	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠS3),	
 ﾠ4)	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠD	
 ﾠ(3:1	
 ﾠtract	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠhomozygous	
 ﾠregion	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠsplit	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠsectors,	
 ﾠ
repair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠDSBs	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠSDSA	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠopposite	
 ﾠsides	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠDSB,	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠS4),	
 ﾠ5)	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠE	
 ﾠ(3:1/4:0/3:1	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠ
1:3/0:4/1:3	
 ﾠconversions,	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠDSBs,	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠSDSA	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠDSB	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠpathway	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠshown	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠ1,	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠS5),	
 ﾠ
6)	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠF	
 ﾠ(3:1,	
 ﾠ1:3	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠhybrid	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠdisrupted	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠsegment	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ2:2	
 ﾠsegregation,	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠDSBs	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠ
is	
 ﾠ“patchy”	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠ(defined	
 ﾠbelow),	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠS6-ﾭ‐S9,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ7)	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠG	
 ﾠ(two	
 ﾠclosely-ﾭ‐linked	
 ﾠconversions	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠdifferent	
 ﾠdonors	
 ﾠ(3:1	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
1:3	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠ4:0	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ0:4);	
 ﾠmodels	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠexplain	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠG	
 ﾠ(Fig.	
 ﾠS10-ﾭ‐S12)	
 ﾠwill	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠdescribed	
 ﾠbelow.	
 ﾠ
In	
 ﾠsummary,	
 ﾠClasses	
 ﾠA-ﾭ‐E,	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠaccount	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠmore	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠ80%	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents,	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠsimply	
 ﾠexplained	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
repair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠDSBs	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmechanisms	
 ﾠshown	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠ1.	
 ﾠConcerning	
 ﾠClasses	
 ﾠF	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠG,	
 ﾠseveral	
 ﾠadditional	
 ﾠpoints	
 ﾠneed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
be	
 ﾠdiscussed.	
 ﾠFirst,	
 ﾠalthough	
 ﾠyeast	
 ﾠcells	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠefficiently	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠdouble-ﾭ‐stranded	
 ﾠDNA	
 ﾠgap	
 ﾠ(MITCHEL	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ2010;	
 ﾠORR-ﾭ‐WEAVER	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠSZOSTAK	
 ﾠ1983),	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠlikely	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠmitotic	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠreflect	
 ﾠheteroduplex	
 ﾠformation	
 ﾠfollowed	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
repair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠresulting	
 ﾠmismatches	
 ﾠ(WENG	
 ﾠ1998).	
 ﾠMismatch	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠresult	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠdetectable	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevent	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
restoration	
 ﾠevent.	
 ﾠFor	
 ﾠexample,	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠ1A,	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠheteroduplex	
 ﾠresulting	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠduplex	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠ“red”	
 ﾠstrands	
 ﾠwould	
 ﾠ
represent	
 ﾠconversion-ﾭ‐type	
 ﾠrepair,	
 ﾠsince	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠpattern	
 ﾠproduces	
 ﾠ3:1	
 ﾠsegregation;	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmismatch	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠproduce	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠduplex	
 ﾠ
with	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠ“blue”	
 ﾠstrands	
 ﾠrepresents	
 ﾠrestoration-ﾭ‐type	
 ﾠrepair,	
 ﾠsince	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠpattern	
 ﾠgenerates	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠcells	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠretain	
 ﾠ
heterozygosity	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠoriginal	
 ﾠheteroduplex.	
 ﾠAlthough	
 ﾠmultiple	
 ﾠmismatches	
 ﾠwithin	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠheteroduplex	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠJ.	
 ﾠSt.	
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generally	
 ﾠconverted	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠconcerted	
 ﾠmanner	
 ﾠyielding	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcontinuous	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtract,	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠmixtures	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠconversion-ﾭ‐type	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠrestoration-ﾭ‐type	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠbeen	
 ﾠdetected	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠmeiosis	
 ﾠ(MANCERA	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ2008;	
 ﾠSYMINGTON	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠPETES	
 ﾠ1988)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
mitosis	
 ﾠ(MITCHEL	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ2010;	
 ﾠNICKOLOFF	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ1999).	
 ﾠSecond,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠpoint	
 ﾠout	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠsome	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠmore	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠ
plausible	
 ﾠinterpretation.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠFor	
 ﾠexample,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠF4	
 ﾠrecombination	
 ﾠevent	
 ﾠ(Table	
 ﾠS1)	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠexplained	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠpatchy	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠ
DSBs	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠG2	
 ﾠ(Fig.	
 ﾠS8A)	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠpatchy	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsingle	
 ﾠDSB	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠG1	
 ﾠ(Fig.	
 ﾠS8B).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
In	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠG	
 ﾠevents,	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠconversions	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠopposite	
 ﾠdirections	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠobserved	
 ﾠ(3:1	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ1:3	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠ4:0	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ0:4).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠAlthough	
 ﾠ
such	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠcould	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠexplained	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠconsequence	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠindependent	
 ﾠDSBs,	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠfrequency	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠclose	
 ﾠlinkage	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠ
types	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠindicate	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠlikely	
 ﾠreflect	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsingle	
 ﾠDNA	
 ﾠlesion.	
 ﾠThere	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠdifferent	
 ﾠ
modifications	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmodels	
 ﾠshown	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠ1	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠexplain	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠdifferent	
 ﾠdonors.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠmodel	
 ﾠ
(Fig.	
 ﾠS10A),	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠdifferent	
 ﾠrounds	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmismatch	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠSDSA	
 ﾠevent.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfirst	
 ﾠround,	
 ﾠ
conversion	
 ﾠoccurs	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠinformation	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠinvading	
 ﾠstrand	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠtransferred	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠinvaded	
 ﾠstrand.	
 ﾠFollowing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
reversal	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstrand	
 ﾠinvasion,	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsecond	
 ﾠround	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmismatch	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠoccurs	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠproduce	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ3:1/1:3	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠpattern.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ
alternative	
 ﾠpathway,	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠdHJ	
 ﾠintermediate	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠformed,	
 ﾠfollowed	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠbranch	
 ﾠmigration	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠjunctions	
 ﾠ(Fig.	
 ﾠS10B).	
 ﾠDuring	
 ﾠ
recombination	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠE.	
 ﾠcoli,	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠHolliday	
 ﾠjunction	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠtranslocated	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠbranch	
 ﾠmigration,	
 ﾠresulting	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠsymmetric	
 ﾠ
heteroduplexes	
 ﾠ(WEST	
 ﾠ1997).	
 ﾠAlthough	
 ﾠgenetic	
 ﾠevidence	
 ﾠargues	
 ﾠagainst	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠformation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsymmetric	
 ﾠheteroduplexes	
 ﾠduring	
 ﾠ
meiotic	
 ﾠrecombination	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠS.	
 ﾠcerevisiae	
 ﾠ(PETES	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ1991),	
 ﾠsymmetric	
 ﾠheteroduplexes	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠbeen	
 ﾠinvoked	
 ﾠpreviously	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
explain	
 ﾠcertain	
 ﾠclasses	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmitotic	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversions	
 ﾠ(ESPOSITO	
 ﾠ1978;	
 ﾠNICKOLOFF	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ1999;	
 ﾠROITGRUND	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ1993).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
As	
 ﾠdescribed	
 ﾠabove,	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpatterns	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠchromosome	
 ﾠsegregation	
 ﾠfollowing	
 ﾠmitotic	
 ﾠcrossovers,	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠhalf	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
events	
 ﾠlead	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠLOH	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcentromere-ﾭ‐distal	
 ﾠmarkers.	
 ﾠThus,	
 ﾠsome	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠunassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠ
LOH	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠcentromere-ﾭ‐distal	
 ﾠmarkers	
 ﾠcould	
 ﾠreflect	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcrossover-ﾭ‐associated	
 ﾠconversions.	
 ﾠThus,	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠlikely	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠ
additional	
 ﾠpathways	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠthose	
 ﾠshown	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsupplementary	
 ﾠfigures.	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠimportant	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠstress,	
 ﾠhowever,	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ
about	
 ﾠ80%	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠsimply	
 ﾠexplained	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠconsequence	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSDSA	
 ﾠpathway	
 ﾠshown	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠ1,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ
most	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠ(about	
 ﾠthree-ﾭ‐quarters)	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠsimply	
 ﾠexplained	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠconsequence	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠsister	
 ﾠ
chromatids	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠbroken	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠapproximately	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsame	
 ﾠposition.	
 ﾠ
Complex	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcrossovers	
 ﾠ
We	
 ﾠdivided	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcrossovers	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfollowing	
 ﾠclasses:	
 ﾠ1)	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠH	
 ﾠ(no	
 ﾠ
detectable	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtract	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠ3:1	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsingle	
 ﾠDSB	
 ﾠ(Fig.	
 ﾠS13-ﾭ‐S15),	
 ﾠ2)	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠI	
 ﾠ(repair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠ
DSBs	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠcanonical	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠpathways	
 ﾠ(no	
 ﾠpatch	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠbranch	
 ﾠmigration,	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠS16-ﾭ‐S21),	
 ﾠ3)	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠJ	
 ﾠ(repair	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠ
DSBs	
 ﾠinvolving	
 ﾠeither	
 ﾠpatchy	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠbranch	
 ﾠmigration,	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠS22-ﾭ‐S35),	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠClass	
 ﾠK	
 ﾠ(recombination	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠinvolve	
 ﾠ
more	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠindependent	
 ﾠDSB	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠchromosome	
 ﾠarm,	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠS36-ﾭ‐S38).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠOf	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcrossover-ﾭ‐associated	
 ﾠconversions,	
 ﾠabout	
 ﾠ
half	
 ﾠwere	
 ﾠrelatively	
 ﾠsimple	
 ﾠ(Classes	
 ﾠH	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠI),	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠhalf	
 ﾠrequired	
 ﾠpatchy	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠand/or	
 ﾠbranch	
 ﾠmigration.	
 ﾠJ.	
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As	
 ﾠdiscussed	
 ﾠabove,	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcrossovers	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠsignificantly	
 ﾠmore	
 ﾠcomplex	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠthose	
 ﾠ
unassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcrossovers.	
 ﾠMANCERA	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ(MANCERA	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ2008)	
 ﾠreported	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ11%	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmeiotic	
 ﾠcrossovers	
 ﾠhad	
 ﾠcomplex	
 ﾠ
conversion	
 ﾠtracts,	
 ﾠwhereas	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfrequency	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcomplex	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠamong	
 ﾠconversions	
 ﾠunassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcrossovers	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠ3%.	
 ﾠOne	
 ﾠ
explanation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdifference	
 ﾠcould	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠcrossovers	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠproceed	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpathway	
 ﾠshown	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠFig.	
 ﾠ1	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠ
with	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠregions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠheteroduplex,	
 ﾠwhile	
 ﾠconversions	
 ﾠresulting	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠSDSA	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsingle	
 ﾠregion	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠheteroduplex.	
 ﾠSecond,	
 ﾠ
since	
 ﾠgene	
 ﾠconversion	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcrossovers	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠusually	
 ﾠlonger	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠthose	
 ﾠunassociated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcrossovers	
 ﾠ
(AGUILERA	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠKLEIN	
 ﾠ1989;	
 ﾠMANCERA	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal.	
 ﾠ2008),	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠgreater	
 ﾠchance	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠobserve	
 ﾠpatchy	
 ﾠrepair	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠtracts	
 ﾠassociated	
 ﾠ
with	
 ﾠcrossovers.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
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Figure"S1."Descrip6on"of"Class"A1"(A2)"events."In"Fig."S1CS40,"we"show"the"mechanisms"needed"to"explain"
the"classes"of"conversions/crossovers"shown"in"Tables"S1"and"S2."Each"sectored"colony"is"shown"as"a"pair"
of"line"segments"of"various"colors:"green"(heterozygous"SNPs),"red"(SNPs"homozygous"for"W303a"SNPs),""
and"black"(SNPs"homozygous"for"YJM789"SNPs);"segments"are"not"drawn"to"scale."DNA"molecules"are""
drawn"as"doubleCstranded"structures"with"red"lines"represen6ng"W303a"sequences"and"black"lines""
represen6ng"YJM789"sequences."Do[ed"lines"indicate"repairCassociated"DNA"synthesis."Heteroduplexes""
are"enclosed"in"blue"boxes."Prior"to"mismatch"repair,"heteroduplexes"have"red"and"blue"strands."A\er"repair,"
both"strands"have"the"same"color."Chroma6ds"are"numbered"1"to"4,"and"blue"arrows"show"chromosome"
segrega6on."In"Class"A"events,"there"is"a"single"3:1"or"1:3"conversion"tract"unassociated"with"a"crossover."
Such"events"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"a"single"DSB"in"G2"by"the"SDSA"pathway."1
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Figure"S2."Genera7on"of"Class"B1"(B2)"by"two"diﬀerent"mechanisms."Class"B"events"have"a"
single"4:0"or"0:4"conversion"tract"unassociated"with"a"crossover."
A.""Genera7on"of"Class"B"events"by"repair"of"two"DSBs"in"G2"resul7ng"from"a"single"G1"DSB."
Each"DSB"is"repaired"by"an"SDSA"event"in"which"the"conversion"tracts"are"of"equal"length."
B.""Genera7on"of"Class"B"events"by"repair"of"a"G1"DSB"in"G1."Repair"occurs"by"SDSA,"
followed"by"mismatch"repair"in"G1."The"resul7ng"molecule"is"replicated"to"give"two"black"
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Figure"S3."Descrip7on"of"Class"C3"(C1,C2,C4)"events."In"Class"C"events,"there"is"a"3:1/4:0"or"a"1:3/0:4"hybrid"
conversion"tract"unassociated"with"a"crossover."Such"events"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"
repair"of"two"DSBs"by"the"SDSA"pathway."The"conversion"tracts"associated"with"the"repair"events"have"
diﬀerent"lengths."1
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Figure"S4."Descrip6on"of"Class"D1"event."In"this"class,"there"is"a"3:1"conversion"tract"that"is"split"between"
the"two"sectors"and"that"is"unassociated"with"a"crossover."Such"events"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"
of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs"by"the"SDSA"pathway."The"conversion"tracts"are"produced"by"strand"invasions"
that"occur"on"diﬀerent"sides"of"the"DSBs."2
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Figure"S5."Descrip8on"of"Class"E1"(E2)"events."In"Class"E"events,"there"is"a"3:1/4:0/3:1"or"a"1:3/0:4/1:3"
hybrid"conversion"tract"unassociated"with"a"crossover."Such"events"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"
the"repair"of"two"DSB,"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway"and"one"involving"a"double"Holliday"junc8on."The"
conversion"tracts"associated"with"the"repair"events"have"diﬀerent"lengths."1
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Figure"S6."Descrip7on"of"Class"F1"(F2)"events."In"these"events,"there"are"two"discon7nuous"3:1"or"1:3"
conversion"tracts"unassociated"with"a"crossover."Such"events"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"repair"
of"one"G2"DSB"by"the"SDSA"pathway."The"mismatches"in"the"resul7ng"heteroduplex"are"repaired"in"a"
“patchy”"manner"as"shown."1
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Figure"S7."Descrip8on"of"Class"F3"event."In"this"class,"there"is"a"4:0"conversion"event"separated"by"a"
heterozygous"segment"from"a"3:1"conversion"tract;"these"conversion"events"are"unassociated"with"a"
crossover."Such"events"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs"by"the"SDSA"
pathway."The"conversion"tracts"associated"with"the"repair"events"have"diﬀerent"lengths,"and"the"
mismatches"in"one"of"the"conversion"tracts"are"repaired"in"a"“patchy”"manner."1
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Figure"S8."Genera7on"of"Class"F4"by"two"diﬀerent"mechanisms."In"Class"F4,"there"is"a"
3:1/4:0"conversion"tract"separated"from"a"second"4:0"tract"by"a"heterozygous"segment."In"
Fig."S10A,"we"show"this"paSern"generated"by"the"repair"of"two"DSBs"using"the"SDSA"
pathway."The"heteroduplex"tracts"are"of"diﬀerent"lengths"and"are"repaired"in"a"“patchy”"
manner."In"Fig."S10B,"we"show"Class"F4"as"generated"by"repair"of"a"single"G1"DSB."
Mismatches"in"the"resul7ng"heteroduplex"are"repaired"in"a"“patchy”"manner"in"G1"with"
one"segment"containing"unrepaired"mismatches."Replica7on"of"this"molecule"would"
produce"the"F4"paSern."1
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Figure"S9."Descrip8on"of"the"Class"F5"event."In"this"event,"there"is"a"complex"conversion"tract"unassociated"
with"a"crossover."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs"by"the"SDSA"
pathway;"gap"repair"occurs"with"one"of"the"broken"chromosomes."The"two"resul8ng"heteroduplexes"
undergo"“patchy”"repair"of"mismatches."A.#
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Figure#S10.#Genera8on#of#Class#G1#by#two#diﬀerent#mechanisms.#The#Class#G1#event#has#
adjacent#conversion#tracts#of#3:1#and#1:3#unassociated#with#a#crossover.#
A.#In#this#model,#the#G1#event#is#produced#by#two#rounds#of#mismatch#repair#during#SDSA,#
one#associated#with#the#invading#strand,#and#a#second#aMer#strand#displacement.##
B.#In#the#second#model,#the#event#is#produced#by#repair#of#mismatches#in#symmetric#
heteroduplexes#produced#by#branch#migra8on#(DSBR#pathway).#2"
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Figure"S11."Descrip7on"of"the"Class"G2"event."In"this"event,"there"are"two"adjacent"4:0"and"0:4"conversion"
tracts"unassociated"with"a"crossover."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"
DSBs"by"the"SDSA"pathway;"two"cycles"of"mismatch"repair"occur"for"both"SDSA"events,"similar"to"those"
shown"in"Fig."S10A.""2"
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Figure"S12."Descrip7on"of"the"Class"G3"event."In"this"event,"there"are"4:0"and"0:4"conversion"tracts"
separated"by"heterozygous"segments"unassociated"with"a"crossover."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"
consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs"by"the"SDSA"pathway;"two"cycles"of"mismatch"repair"occur"for"both"
SDSA"events,"similar"to"those"shown"in"Fig."S11."Mismatch"repair"in"the"ﬁrst"cycle"is"“patchy.”"2
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Figure"S13."Descrip8on"of"the"Class"H1"event."In"this"event,"there"is"a"reciprocal"crossover"without"a"
detectable"associated"conversion."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"a"single"
DSB"by"the"DSBR"pathway."Mismatches"in"the"heteroduplex"regions"are"eliminated"by"restora8onLtype"
repair"rather"than"conversionLtype"repair.""2
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Figure"S14."Descrip9on"of"the"Class"H2"event."In"this"event,"there"is"a"reciprocal"crossover"with"an"
associated"3:1"conversion."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"a"single"DSB"by"
the"DSBR"pathway."In"one"heteroduplex,"mismatches"are"corrected"by"conversionLtype"repair"and,"in"the"
other,"by"restora9onLtype"repair.""1
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Figure"S15."Descrip;on"of"the"Class"H3"event."In"this"event,"there"is"a"3:1"conversion"tract"in"the"middle"of"
the"homozygous"region."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"a"single"DSB"by"the"
DSBR"pathway."The"mismatches"in"one"of"the"heteroduplexes"are"repaired"by""restora;onOtype"repair,"and"
mismatches"in"the"other"are"repaired"by"conversionOtype"repair.""2
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Figure"S16."Descrip;on"of"the"Class"I1"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"0:4"
conversion"event."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"SDSA"
and"the"other"by"the"DSBR"pathway.""2
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Figure"S17."Descrip;on"of"the"Class"I2"(I3)"events."In"these"events,"the"crossovers"are"associated"with"
3:1/4:0"or"1:3/0:4"hybrid"conversion"tracts."These"events"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"
of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway"and"one"by"the"DSBR"pathway.""2
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Figure"S18."Descrip;on"of"the"Class"I4"event."This"event"is"similar"to"that"shown"in"Fig."S17"except"the"0:4"
por;on"of"the"hybrid"tract"is"adjacent"to"the"crossover."This"event"can"be"also"explained"as"a"consequence"
of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway"and"one"by"the"DSBR"pathway.""2
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Figure"S19."Descrip;on"of"the"Class"I6"(I5)"events."In"these"events,"the"crossovers"are"associated"with"
3:1/4:0/3:1"or"1:3/0:4/1:3"hybrid"conversion"tracts."These"events"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"
the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway"and"one"by"the"DSBR"pathway.""2
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Figure"S20."Descrip:on"of"the"Class"I7"(I8)"events."In"these"events,"the"crossovers"are"associated"with"
1:3/0:4/1:3"hybrid"conversion"tracts."These"events"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"
DSBs,"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway"and"one"by"the"DSBR"pathway."The"dis:nc:on"between"Fig."S19"and"Fig."
S20"is"that"the"homozygous"regions"in"the"1:3"tracts"are"located"in"trans&in"Fig."S19"and"in"cis"in"Fig."S20."1
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Figure"S21."Descrip9on"of"the"Class"I9"event."In"this"event,"the"crossovers"are"associated"with"3:1"
conversion"in"which"the"homozygous"region"is"split"between"the"two"sectors."These"events"can"be"
explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway"and"one"by"the"DSBR"
pathway.""2
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Figure"S22."Descrip9on"of"the"Class"J1"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"1:3"
conversion"tract"that"is"split"by"a"region"of"heterozygosity."These"events"can"be"explained"as"a"
consequence"of"the"repair"of"a"single"DSB"by"the"DSBR"pathway"with"“patchy”"repair"of"mismatches"in"one"
of"the"heteroduplexes.""1"
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Figure"S23."Descrip:on"of"the"Class"J2"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"complex"
conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"DSBR"
pathway"and"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway."In"addi:on,"one"of"the"heteroduplexes"has"“patchy”"repair"of"
mismatches.""1"
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Figure"S24."Descrip:on"of"the"Class"J3"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"complex"
conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"DSBR"
pathway"and"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway."In"addi:on,"one"of"the"heteroduplexes"has"“patchy”"repair"of"
mismatches.""2"
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Figure"S25."Descrip;on"of"the"Class"J4"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"complex"
conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"DSBR"
pathway"and"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway."In"addi;on,"one"of"the"heteroduplexes"has"“patchy”"repair"of"
mismatches.""1
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Figure"S26."Descrip<on"of"the"Class"J5"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"complex"
conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"DSBR"
pathway"and"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway."In"addi<on,"two"of"the"heteroduplexes"have"“patchy”"repair"of"
mismatches.""1
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Figure"S27."Descrip<on"of"the"Class"J6"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"complex"
conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"DSBR"
pathway"and"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway."In"addi<on,"one"of"the"heteroduplexes"has"“patchy”"repair"of"
mismatches.""1
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Figure"S28."Descrip<on"of"the"Class"J7"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"complex"
conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"DSBR"
pathway"and"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway."In"addi<on,"one"of"the"heteroduplexes"has"“patchy”"repair"of"
mismatches.""1
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Figure"S29."Descrip<on"of"the"Class"J8"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"complex"
conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"DSBR"
pathway"and"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway."In"addi<on,"two"of"the"heteroduplexes"have"“patchy”"repair"of"
mismatches.""4
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Figure"S30."Descrip;on"of"the"Class"J9"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"complex"
conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"DSBR"
pathway"and"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway."In"addi;on,"we"postulate"branch"migra;on"of"the"dHJ"
intermediate,"and"that"two"of"the"heteroduplexes"have"“patchy”"repair"of"mismatches.""1
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Figure"S31."Descrip;on"of"the"Class"J10"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"complex"
conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"DSBR"
pathway"and"one"by"the"SDSA"pathway."In"addi;on,"we"postulate"branch"migra;on"of"the"dHJ"
intermediate,"and"that"three"of"the"heteroduplexes"have"“patchy”"repair"of"mismatches.""2"
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Figure"S32."Descrip9on"of"the"Class"J11"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"complex"
conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"one"DSB"by"the"DSBR"
pathway,"followed"by"branch"migra9on"of"the"resul9ng"dHJ."In"addi9on,"one"of"the"heteroduplexes"has"
“patchy”"repair"of"mismatches.""1
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Figure"S33."Descrip;on"of"the"Class"J12"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"
associated"with"a"complex"conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"
consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs"by"the"DSBR"pathway,"followed"by"branch"
migra;on"of"the"two"resul;ng"dHJs."In"addi;on,"one"of"the"heteroduplexes"has"
“patchy”"repair"of"mismatches.""1
"
4
2
"
3
2
"
3
2
"
3
2
"
3
2
"
3
1
"
4
1
"
4
1
"
4
1
"
4
1"
"
2"
"
3"
"
4"
1"
"
2"
"
3"
"
4"
4:0" HET" RCO" 3:1"
3
:
1
"
3
:
1
"
Figure"S34."Descrip:on"of"the"Class"J13"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"complex"
conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs"by"the"DSBR"
pathway."In"addi:on,"one"of"the"heteroduplexes"has"“patchy”"repair"of"mismatches.""1"
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Figure"S35."Descrip;on"of"the"Class"J14"event."In"this"event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"a"complex"
conversion"tract."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs"by"the"DSBR"
pathway;"one"of"the"resul;ng"dHJs"undergoes"branch"migra;on."In"addi;on,"one"of"the"heteroduplexes"
has"“patchy”"repair"of"mismatches.""1"
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Figure"S36."Descrip<on"of"the"Class"K1"event."In"this"
event,"the"crossover"is"associated"with"very"complex"
conversion"paMerns."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"
consequence"of"the"repair"of"more"than"two"DSBs.""1"
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Figure"S37."Descrip=on"of"the"Class"K2"event."In"this"
event,"there"appear"to"be"two"crossovers"generated"
by"two"independent"G1"DSBs."One"crossover"is"
associated"with"a"complex"conversion"tract,"whereas"
the"other"is"associated"with"a"0:4"conversion"event.""1"
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Figure"S38."Descrip;on"of"the"Class"K3"event."In"this"
event,"there"appear"to"be"two"independent"G1"DSBs."
The"repair"of"one"DSB"is"associated"with"a"crossover,"
whereas"the"repair"of"the"other"generates"a"0:4"
conversion"tract."2"
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Figure"S39."Descrip:on"of"the"Class"L1"event."In"this"event,"there"is"a"double"BIR"event"associated"with"a"
1:3"conversion."This"event"can"be"explained"by"the"repair"of"two"DSBs"by"BIR."Associated"with"the"repair"of"
each"DSB"is"a"region"of"heteroduplex."2"
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Figure"S40."Descrip:on"of"the"L2"(L3)"events."In"these"events,"there"are"hybrid"conversion"tracts"associated"
with"a"BIR"event."This"event"can"be"explained"as"a"consequence"of"the"repair"of"two"DSBs,"one"by"the"SDSA"
pathway"and"the"second"by"BIR."There"are"heteroduplexes"associated"with"both"repair"events,"and"these"
heteroduplexes"have"diﬀerent"lengths."